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Athanasius was plainly a vielent Party-Man, and the known Head of a 
Party; and is therefore no more to be depended on in Matters wherein him- 
self and his own Affairs were particularly concern’d than others, che like 
Party-Men, and Heads of Parties ave to be in parallel Cases, And [ need not 
tell the Honest and Impartial, especially in this Age of Division and Fac- 
sion, how little Regard is to be given to such ‘Testimonies. 
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PREFACE 


‘THE CENTRAL PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY IS TO USE MOMBRN TECHNIQUES 
of historical research to probe behind Athanasius’ misrepresenvations, many of 
which have held sway for sixteen centuries, in order to discover the true natute 
of the ecclesiastical history and the ecclesiastical politics of the fourth century. If 
some readers feel that too much of what I have written resembles a detective 
story more than a work of history, that cannot be helped: where impertant facts 
have lain concealed for so long, such an investigation as I have undertaken cen- 
stitutes an essential prerequisite for serious historical analysis. At the end, Fhave 
tried to show briefly how my sometimes speculative conclusions about 
Athanasius himself suggest a coherent and convincing general picture of the role 
of the Christian church and its bishops in the Roman Empire of Constantine and 
his imperial successors. 

‘My research would have been impossible without both institutional support 
and the opportunity to work in a consistently academic environment. In 
1983-84 the University of Toronto granted me sabbatical leave, the John S, 
Guggenheim Foundation a leave fellowship, and Wolfson College, Oxford, a 
visiting fellowship in order to write what I then envisaged as a straightforward 
analysis of ecclesiastical politics after the death of Constantine, The task of 
understanding and interpreting Athanasius’ writings on his own behalf proved 
far more difficult and complex than I had suspected, so that my sabbatical year 
ended with less than half of a preliminary draft completed and with more prob- 
{ems remaining to be tackled than had seemed even to exist at the outset. Some 
of my main ideas about the career of Athanasius were presented in a series of 
seminars in Oxford in 1984, and on several eccasions to graduate classes in 
Toronto berween 1985 and 1992: the final form of the work owes much to the 
comments and penetrating questions of these audiences. The Social Sciences and 
Humanities Research Council of Canada provided a small research grant which 


PREFACE 


has considerably hastened the completion of the final text, while the University 
of Toronto not only gave me a year’s research leave again in 1998-91, but has 
over the years deepened my insight into the modus operandi of men like 
Athanasius and Constantius. 

‘Thar this study has taken so long to complete has enabled me to draw grate~ 
fully on some extremely valuable work published since I began—particularly 
Hanns Christoph Brennecke’s dissersation on Hilary of Poitiers and his 
Habilitationsscbrift on the homoeans, Rowan Williams’ study of the theology of 
Arius, Alberto Camplani’s brilliant elucidation of the problem of Athanasius? 
Festal Letters, and R. P. C. Hanson's large posthumously published investigation 
of the theological debates of the fourth century. Moreever, during the final revi- 
sion Br. Glen Thompson kindly gave me a copy of parr of his unpublished 
Columbia University disserrarion on papal correspondence of the third and 
fourth centuries. 

Tam most grateful to those who have read and improved the manuscript at 
various stages. Maurice Wiles read carefully a draft of the first ten chapters in. 
1988 and made many helpful comments on it. Rowan Williams and Fergus 
Millarspared precious time during the aurumn and winter of 1991-92 to peruse 
the penultimate version and saved me from some seriouserrors, while two anony- 
mous referees for Harvard University Press submitted intelligent and perceptive 
reports which persuaded me to recast the final five chapters. Finally, I owea deep 
debt of gratitude to Margaretta Fulton, who waited patiently for many years, 
selacted the helpful referees, and convinced me of the necessity of changes after 1 
thought I had finished, Without such help, this would bea different, even more 
idiosyncratic book. 
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ATHANASIUS AND CONSTANTIUS 


INTRODUCTION 


ATHANASIUS CUTS AN IMPRESSIVE HISTORICAL FIGURE. ALTHOUGH HE 
lived in an age whose emperors, thinkers, and ascetics often appear larger than 
life, there is something particularly heroic about a man who could face the 
threats of Roman emperors totally uncowed and unafraid even when he stood 
apparently alone as ‘Athanasius contra mundum.’ But what precisely was the 
nature of Athanasius’ greatness? Although he owed his political standing to the 
fact that between 328 and 373 he was the bishop of Alexandria and hence the 
mewopolitan bishop of Egypt in the newly Christian Roman Empire, he could 
not have cut such an impressive figure had he not been conspicuously lacking in 
the Christian virtues of meekness and humility. 

It is no paradox that the most penetrating and most admired portrait of 
Athanasius ever delineated in modern times comes from the pen of a man who 
devested Christianity. Edward Gibbon discerned in Athanasius ‘a superiority of 
character and abilities which would have qualified him, far better than the 
degenerate sons of Constantine, for the government of a great moaarchy’ 
Gibbon’s hostility toward Christianity and religious fanaticism led him to 
emphasise precisely those qualities which most set Athanasius apart from his 
more polished and urbane contemporaties—above all, his will-power and deter- 
mination, that ‘force of a single mind, when it is inflexibly applied to the pursuit 
of a single object,’ which Athanasius combined with an unerring political in- 
stinct, an unfailing judgement in knowing when to resist the emperor and when 
to yield for future advantage.’ 

Unfertunately, for all its vividness, Gibbon’s picture of Ashanasius is highly 
misleading. For once, Gibbon let his critical guard drop and relaxed his general 
scepticism about the motives for human actions, He informs the reader that ‘the 
diligence of Tillemont and of the Benedictine editors has collected every fact and 
examined every difficulty’ relevant to Athanasius’ career, and that ‘we should 
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enjoy and improve the advantage of drawing our most authentic materials from 
the rich fund of his own epistles and apologies.’ That is mistaken on two quire 
different levels. Titlemont and the Benedictine editor Montfaucon labored in ig- 
norance of the ancient account of Athanasius’ later career which Scipione 
Maffei gave to the world in 1738:? Gibbon inexplicably overlooked this new 
evidence in his main account of Athanasius and his career, although he refers to 
it later when he reaches the reigns of Julian and Jovian. Moreover, since Gibbon 
never owned a text of Athanasius, a suspicion inevitably arises that Tillemont 
may be the main source of Gibbon’s knowledge of Athanasius’ career. More se- 
rious, Gibbon shirked the task of asking whether Athanasius’ pleas on his own 
behalf can be treated as ‘authentic materials.’ He presents Athanasius as a model 
of propriety and honesty, as a high-minded and prudent leader of genius con- 
stantly assailed by the false accusations and ignoble machinations of dishonest 
and mean-spirited adversaries, and he asserts that Athanasius ‘never lost the 
confidence of his friends or the esteem of his enemies.” The last claim is patently 
false. The synodical letter of the eastern bishops at Serdica in 343 (published as 
early as 1598) both denounces Athanasius in derogatory and vituperative lan- 
guage and makes several specific charges that he employed violence and intimi- 
dation against those who opposed him. 

‘Ass impartial historian cannot simply pin his faith on the utter veracity of 
Athanasius or dismiss the testimony of his enemies without due consideration. 
This study starxe from she presumption that Athanasius consistenwy imisrepre- 
sented central facts abeut his ecclesiastical careet, in particular about his rela- 
tionship with the emperor Constantine and his three sons, who ruled the Roman 
Empire after their father's death in 337, and about his own standing within the 
Christian church in the eastern half of the empire, which Constantius ruled from 
337 to 361. At some levels, therefore, it has a certain logical affinity with two 
books about modern figures with whom Athanasius has little in common, 
namely, A. J. A. Symons’ biographical study of Frederick Rolfe and Hugh 
‘Trevor-Roper’s investigation of the colorful career of Sir Edmund Backhouse, 
Not that Athanasius was a deceiver or forger on the level of a Rolfe or the ‘her- 
anit of Peking,” nor alast that a similar historical or biographical expesé can be 
built up against Athanasius from original documents. It was with a far nobler 
motivation, and far more enduring success, that Athanasiusimposed his version 
of eversts and his verdicts about individuals on cootemporaries and on posterity. 

The first modern scholar ro approach the career of Athanasius critically 
was Eduard Schwarte, who, in his seven studies ‘on the history of Athanasius,” 
published between 1904 and 1911 in the proceedings of the Gattingen Sociexy 
of Sciences, teied to reconstruct the history of the Melitian schism and the Arian 
controversy primuarily from original documents queted by Athanasius and other 
ancient writers or preserved in medieval collections,* Those studies stil] remain 
indispensable for anyone who wishes to understand the natute of the problems 
posed by our evidence fer Athanasius” career. Here as elsewhere, however, 
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Schwartz pronounced rather than argued: his verdicts are too often both pe- 
remptory and arbitrary, and his scholarship is not always impeccable.* Schwarte 
made no real effort to understand Athanasius either as a man or as a writer. In- 
stead, he denounced him as a power-hungry politician concerned with nothing 
more noble than his own status, and dismissed him as an unscrupulous pam- 
phleteer with no regard for the truth, as ‘a politician through and through who 
could not narrate the facts, only polemicise,’ and ‘a prince of the church who as 
a good politician knew the power of propaganda.” 

Athanasius may often disregard or pervert the truth, but he is a subtler and 
mere skilful liar than Schwatcz realised. Paradoxically, Schwartz built much of 
his own interpretation of the fourth century upon Athanasius’ largest and most 
successful perversion of the facts—his misrepresentation of how emperors 
weated the decisions of church councils.” Hence the enduring value of Schwartz’s 
studies lies fess in the historieal reconstruction which he proposed than in his de- 
termination to seek out the best evidence, to edit ir critically, and to make it the 
basis for a dispassionate and objective account of ecclesiastical politics in the 
fourth century. 

Schwartz’s example inspired the critical edition of Athanasius’ works which 
Hans-Georg Opitz commenced in the 1930s but left incomplete at his death in 
1941. Regrettably, historical study of Athanasius has until recently progressed 
little beyond Schwartz, whose dogmatic and ex parte assertions have too often 
been repeated as if they were fully demonstrated conclusions. In particulay, a 
book which hotly contested the view that Constantius was an ‘Arian’ emperor 
tamely and often uncriticaily accepted what Schwartz laid down as the course of 
events even where he is demonstrably in erres; declaring that it was impossible 
either to set forth a connected account of the relevant evenss or properly to in- 
vestigate the factual basis of the historical judgements made.’ The brilliance of 
Schwartz has eclipsed some other modem work which ought to receive due 
credit—most novebly Archibald Robertson’s careful and detailed prolegomena 
to Athanasius’ political writings," some characteristically acute observations by 
Norman Baynes," and Paul Peeters’ masterly elucidation of the circumstances of 
Athanasius’ first ewile.* 

‘The tecenstruction of Athanasius’ career which this study seeks to establish 
inevitably owes mest to Schwartz’s seven classic papers (or at least to the five re- 
printed in full in his collected scholarly writings)," but it seeks to build on what- 
ever valid results have been achieved by earlier scholars who have written about 
Athanasius and his contemporaries. However, since it preceeds from a particu- 
lar interpretation of Constantine, it makes certain assumptions which some 
readers will find controversial-'§ In partial just fication, it may be claimed that 
the reconstruction of the career of Athanasius offered here tends to confirm 
rather than weaken these conwoversial theses, 


‘The basic chronological framework for reconstructing the career of Athanasius 
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is provided by two documents originally composed in Alexandria not long afer 
his death and recently edited together in a single volume by A, Martin and M. 
Albert: they are the so-called Historia acephala, which derives its name from the 
title which Scipione Maffei invented when he published it in 1738 as Historia 
acephaia ad Athanasitwn potissimmum ac res Aloxandrinas pertinens, and the Fes- 
tal Index, which prefaces the collected edition of Athanasius’ Festal Letters. 
Both documents incorporate or draw on archival material from the arch tepisco- 
pal records of the see of Alexandria, and both survive only in translation and 
only in a unique manuscript: neither document is infallible, and each poses dis- 
tinctive problems of its own. 

“The Histeria acephala survives as part of a collection of documents appar- 
ently put together by a deacon named Theodosius and now preserved in a Latin 
manuscript of c. 700 in the cathedral library at Verona (Biblioteca Capitolare 
LX [58], fols, 37-126, on fols. 105-112).!” The investigat‘ons of several schol- 
ars, particularly C,H, Tumer, Schwartz himself, W, Telfer, and now A. Martin, 
have established that the Historia acephala in its present form probably repre- 
sents an original decoment drawn up in Athanasius’ lifetime which has under- 
gone three major alterations.'* The four main stages in the genesis of the docu- 
ment that survives can be schematised as follows: 


(1) In 368, on the occasion of the fortieth ann wersary of Athanasius’ election as 
bishop, an account was composed in Greek in Alemandria which 
summarised the history of the see of Alexandria since the beginning of the 
Melitian schism in 306, concentrating on the vicissitudes of Athanasius’ 
caree, 

(2) Each year until 372 someone added to the computation of Athanasius’ forty 
years as bishop on 8 June 368 the consular daves of success've anniversaries 
and finally in 373 the date of Athanasius’ death (5.10), 

(3) Shortly after Athanasius’ death, probably between 385 and 412, this ac- 
ceunt was expanded by the inclusion of passages dealing with the churches 
of Constantinople (1.475 4.5/6) and Antioch (2.7), and by the addition of a 
chrenolegical pestscript (5.14). 

(4) C. 420 the existing text was abbreviated, combined with ether documents 
which accompany it in the Verona manuscript, and sent fom Alexandria 10 
Carthage, where it was translated into Latin, 


Several critical editions of the Histeria acepbala have been published, the 
most recentby A. Martin witha long introduction, French wanslation, and copi- 
ous commentary. Martin’s introduction and commentary should be consulred 
for all historical problems in the Historia acephala which are not fully discussed 
in this book, but there is still much of value in the systematic analysis by G. R. 
Sievers in along paper published shortly after his death more than a century and 
a quarter ago.?” 

The Festal Index was composed to serve as the introduction to a collected 
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edit'on of the Festal Letters which Athanasius wrote for each Easter between 
329 and 373, presumably by the same man who arranged, numbered, edited, 
and published the Letters as a collection ot corpus in Alexandria shortly afer 
Athanasius’ death.”" This editor described the document as 


an index of the months of each year, and of the days, and of the indic- 
tions, and of the consulates, and of the governors in Alexandria, and of 
all the epacts, and of those [days] which are named ‘of the gods,’ and the 
reason {a letter] was not sent, and the returns from exile.2? 


But he also appended to the chronological data of many entries other informa- 
tion about Athanasius’ activiries during the year preceding the relevant Easter 
The Festal Index survives only as the introduction to the Syriac translation made 
in the sixth or seventh century ofa second, non-Alexandrian corpus of the Festal 
Letters, and this translation itself survives only in a single manuscript which is 
probably to be dated to the tenth century (Brit’sh Library, Add, ms. 14568). 
Fortunately, the historical value of the Festal Index is largely independent of the 
cemplicated problem of the chronology of the Festal Letters themselves.” 

Apart from the framework provided by the Historia acephala and the Festal 
Index, there is no systemaric and reliable ancient account of Athanasius’ career, 
Jt must accordi'ngly be reconstcucted from materials which are alt partial and 
unsatisfactory. Least problematical are contemporary documents of which the 
originals survive. The most important and directly relevant are two letters in 
which opponents of Athanasius in Alexandria refer to the forthcoming church 
council of Caesarea in 334 {which never in fact met} and describe events which 
occurred in the Egyptian metropolisin 335 shortly before the Council of Tyre 
More difficult to evaluate are documents preserved in collections (such as two 
letters of Athanasius in the manuscript which preserves the Historia acephala) 
or quoted by contemporary or later writers. In the late ineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries there was lively and sometimes acrimonious debate over the 
genuineness of many of these documents. The controversy has largely subsided 
in receat decades: hence this study accepts the basic authenticity of all relevant 
documents preserved in manuscript collections or quoted by authors of the 
fourth and fifth centuries, confit ing substantive discussion of the genuineness of 
a document to those cases where there seems to be real reason to doubt whether 
what survives accurately represents what was written or said on the relevant 
occasyon. 

The next place, in any hierarchy of sources, must be occupied by non- 
documentary evidence from the middle decades of the fourth century, princi- 
pally the pactisan writings of Athanasius and his contemporaries. Athanasius 
wasa prolific author, and this study makes no attempt todo justice to his doctri- 
nal, homiletic, ascetical, and exegetical writings. ‘The centre of attention will be 
those works which are sometimes called Arhanasius’ ‘historical writings,” but 
which show a closer resemblance to political pamphlets.” These were collected 
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together after Athanasius’ death:2*the titles which they bear in the manuscripts 
do not come from Athanasius’ own hand, and the date of composition is in 
some cases disputed, The following list states the English title employed here for 
each of the most important polemical tracks and trean'ses which Athanasius 
wrote during the reign of Constantius, togerher with its conventional Latin title 
or titles and an indication of its date: 


(1) Encyclical Letter (Epistula encyclica or Epistula ad episcopos), writren 
shortly after 26 March 339; 

(2) Defense against the Arians (Apologia contra Arianos or Apologia secunda), 
probably composed in its present forru in 349 and subsequently retouched, 
though never published or circulated during Athanasius’ lifetime; 

(3) On the Council of Nicaea (Epistula de decretis Nicaenae synodi or De 
decretis Nicaenae synods ot, more briefly still, De decretis}, probably written 
in 352 in response w a letter from Liberius, the bishop of Rome, and ad- 
dressed to him? 

(4) Defense before Constantius (Apologia ad Constantiun), probably com- 
posed in two stages, in early 353 and 357;% 

(5) Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya (Epistula ad episcopos Acgypti et 
Libyae), written in the spring of 356333 

(6) Defense of His Flight (Apologia de fuga sua or De fuga), written in 3573+ 

(7) History of the Arians (Historia Arianorum), probably also written in 35735 

(8) On the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia (Epistula de synodis Arimini et 
Seleuciae or De synodrs}, written in late 359, with some later additions.* 


Among Athanasius’ contemporaries, the most important writers for the re- 
construction of his eareer are Lucifer, bishop of Caralis in Sardinia, and Hilary, 
bishop of Poitiers in Gaul. Unfortunately, the violent and often hysverical dia- 
tribes of Lucifer contain distressingly little of real historical value that is nor 
known from other sources, though that little is sometimes highly significant>” 
Hilary, on the other hand, is a crucial and independent figure, whose place in the 
theological kaleidoscope of the later 350s has been investigated by H. C. 
Brennecke in a brilliant (even if ultimately mistaken) monograph.* The frag- 
ments of Hilary’s histotical-apologetical work directed against the bishops 
Ursacius of Singidunum and Valens of Mursa preserve many indispensable 
documnems which would otherwise be completely lost, above all the long and 
revealing letter of the eastern bishops who attended the Council of Serdica ‘in 
3432 But the panegyric which Gregory of Nazianzus delivered in 
Conswantinople in the year 380 contains regrettably little specific detail about 
Athanasuus’ careec® 

The standard ecclesiastical histories of the fifth century present a picture of 
the Christran church under Constantine and his sons which not only owes a 
great deal to Athanasius himself, but appears largely to derive from a tenden- 
tious and often inaccurate account compesed in the reign of Theodosius. In 402/3 
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Rufinus of Aquileia published a Latin Ecclesiastical History in eleven books, 
‘While the first nine books are and profess to be a translation, with certain omis- 
stons and some additions, of the edin'on of his Ecclesiastical History which 
Eusebius of Caesarea published c. 325, the last two books were composed, ac 
cording to Rufinus, ‘partly from the traditions of an earlier generation, partly 
from what our own memory had committed co mind It now seems probable 
that much of Rufinus’ account of the fourth century is more of a translau'on than 
he appears to adnut and that, at least as far as the reign of Julian, it follows 
closely the lost Ecclesiastical Histery which Gelasius of Caesarea composed in 
the reign of Theodosius.*? Rufinus’ eriginality (it seems) lay not in constructing a 
basic narrative history of the Christian church under Constantine and his suc- 
cessors, but in incorporating into a framework taken from Gelasius additional 
material such as the stories of the evangelisation of the kingdoms of Iberia and 
Axum. Yer it does not matter much whether it was Gelasius or Rufinus {or 
some other writer) who created the basic picture of the Acian heresy and of 
Athanasius’ struggle against it which reappears in the works of laterwriters. The 
imporsant fact is that the narrative framework which the later ecclesiastical his- 
torians share with Rufinus is demonstrably flawed. @ne striking example from 
the reign of Constantine illustrates how badly this narran've framework can go 
awry: neither Rufinus nor any of his successors is aware that after his condem- 
nation at Nicaea in 325 Arius was pronounced orthodox by church councils on 
two separate eccasions several years apart—in 327/8 and again in 335/6,° 

The scholasticus Socrates, who continued Eusebius and wrote a history of 
the church from 386 to 439, which he published in 439 itself or the following 
year, put out two editions of the first two books of his Ecclesiastical Hastory. In 
the first edit‘on, Socrates confesses, he had too slavishly fellowed Rufinus, who 
committed gross errors of fact and chronology: when he discovered the writings 
of Athanasius himself, he realised the deficiencies of what he had written and 
composed a second edkion quoting documenw freely from Eusebius, from 
Athanasius, and from the collect‘on of decuments which Sabinus, the bishop of 
Heraclea, compiled c, 370.% Since the works of Eusebius and Athanasius which 
Socrates consulted survi've, the value of many of his quotations is merely textual. 
In his youth, however, Socrates had lived in Constantinople and had conversed 
with ene Auxanon, a Novanianist priest, who could remember snippets of infor- 
mation from the days of Constantine, such as what the emperor said to the 
Novatianist Acesius at the Council of Nicaea.” Hence Socrates provides circum- 
stantial accounts of important episodes in the troubled acclesiastical history of 
the church of Consvantinople in the 330s and 340s, which enable the turbulent 
career of the bishop Paul, an ally of Athanasius, to be reconstructed in derail *® 
Moreover, Socrates often reproduces a lost source which gave precise and usu- 
ally accurate dates for imperial events," and he quotes some documents which 
survive nowhere else, for example, a letter of the emperor Julian to the city of 
Alexandria* 
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‘Theodoretus, bishop of Cyrrhus in northern Syria, composed his Ecclesiasti- 
cal Historysome years later, but, though he appears to have completed the work 
c. 448, he prudently brought his narrative to a close in the late 420s, so that he 
avoided arty obligatron to wrise about living bishops and theologians. The main 
value of Theodoretus’ History for the fourth century is twefold: it provides 
abundant quotatvons and iucludes important documents not preserved else- 
wheresand, as a Syrian and native Syriac-speaker, Theedorerus was able todraw 
on local knowledge and Syrian traditions to give a much fuller account of events 
concerning the church of Antioch than his predecessors.*" 

Sozomenus, a scholasticus like Socrates, was a native of Palestine who trav- 
cled, perhaps widely, before setuing in Constantinople, He prefaced his Eccles 
astical Histery with a dedication to the emperor Theodosius the younger, which 
promises a history of the church from 324 to 439--which is precisely the po'tat 
at which Socrates’ work ends. Sozomenus’ History is unfinished: the ninth and 
last book, which appears to have been composed in the first half of the year 450, 
shows obvious signs of intcompleteness (it peters out in 425) and lack of stylistic 
polish. The first eight books, in contrast, are both finished and highly polished: 
Sozemenus uses Socrates shroughout, but he has turned Socrates’ simple factual 
prose into a grandiloquent rhetorical expasition close to the style of traditional 
historiography, aud he supplements Socrates from many other sources, particu 
larly ones of a legal nature. As a result, Sozomenus not infrequently reports the 
contents of important documents whose actual text has falled to survive: these 
include the formal verdict of the Council of Tyre which condemned and deposed 
Athanasius in 335, and the letter of a council held at Antioch which deposed 
Athanasius again shortly before the death ef Censtans.®* 

Philostorgius, whose Ecclesiastical History closed with events of 425, stands 
apart from Rufinus, Socrates, Theodoretus, and Sozomenus. For Philostorgius 
was a Eunomian who defended the good name and orthodoxy of Arius.‘* The 
original text of Philostorgius’ work has perished, but both a brief summary and 
fuller excerpts from the pen of Photius in the ninth century have permitted the 
identification of extensive fragments and paraphrases in a variety of Byzanuine 
texte,55 especially the Passio Artemtii, long ascribed to one John of Rhodes, but 
recently attributed to john of Damascus and edited among his works. 

One of Philostorgius’ lost sources is of the greatest importaace—the so- 
ealled Arian historiographer of the middle of the feurth century identified by P. 
Batiffol,” whose fragments, derived from authors as diverse as Jerome and 
‘Michael the Syrian, Joseph Bidez printed as a separate appendi'x* The precise 
vantage-point of this lost historian can be defined quite closely: H. M. Gwatkin 
noted long ago that he was a homoean and that both Theodoretus and the Pas- 
chal Chronicle appear to have used him extensively for the accounts of the per- 
secution under Jufian, while H. C. Beennecke has recently built on Gwatkin’s 
observations to construct a strong case fer dating him to the late 360s and re- 
garding him as the first known centinuater of Eusebius’ Ecclasastical History? 
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Such are the principal sources for reconstructing the career of Athanasius. 
‘Yet many other writers besides those already named preserve itemsof reliable in- 
formation, and all the relevant evidence needs to be assessed on its merits, what- 
ever its date. The political and milisary narrati've of the history of the Roman 
Empire between 353 and 378 by Ammianus Marceffinus includes notices of the 
arrest in 355 of Liberius, the bishop of Rome, for supporting Athanastus, and of 
the death of his rival George in Alexandria in 361. Around 400, Sulpicius 
Severus feund space in his brief chronicle of world history for accounts of both 
Athanasiusand Hilary of Poitfers, which supply the basic narrative of the Coun- 
cil of Ariminum in 359 and many valuable details concern‘ing the ecclesiastical 
history of the previous decade. 

Unfortunately, the hagiography of Athanasius appears to be virtually worth- 
less as historical evidence for his career. On the other hand, two ninth-century 
sources make explicit statements about the 340s which deserve to be accepted as 
reliable, even though found in no earlier extant texts—-namely, that the sophist 
Asterius attended the ‘Dedicatfon Council’ of Antioch in 341, and that Ossius 
held a council in Corduba to confirm the decisions of the Council of Serdica. 


The subject of this investigation is the political career of Athanasius and its his- 
torical context. It will be argued that his career is a unique phenomenon which 
could have taken the course it did only in the Constantinian empire—between 
the Council of Nicaea and the accession of Theodosius. Of set purpose, no at- 
tempt is made to tackle the complex and intricate preblems posed by many of 
the theological, ascetical, and hagiographical writings transmitted under the 
name of Athanasius except insofar as they are directly relevant to his career or to 
his standing within the church of his own day, It may be hoped, however, that a 
new reconstruction of Athanasius’ career will lead to a deeper understanding of 
his personality, thought, and theology, 
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ATHANASIUS WAS BORN AT THE VERY END OF THE THIRD CENTURY. THE 
earliest and best evidence for his dare of birth stands in the FastalIndex, which 
states that his election as bishop of Alexandria on 8 June 328 was challenged on 
the grounds that he had not yet attained the canonical age (Index 3), Since the 
minimum age fer ordinat‘on to the priesthood was probably then thirty years 
(equivalent to twenty-nine, on inclustve reckoning),' while Athanasius was only 
a deacon when his predecessor died, he may well have turned twenty-nine very 
shortly after his consecrat'on—which would fix the summer of 299 as the prob- 
able dare of his birth, Whether that precise calculation is correct or not, the re- 
luctant testimony of the Festal lmdex must outweigh a later tradit‘on which pus 
his birth in 295.? For an independent monastic tradition cenfirins that the new 
bishop's age was a matter of acute controversy at the time of his election? 
Athanasius emerges into history as the protégé of Alexander, who became 
bishop of Alexandria shortly after the emperor Licinius put an end te the ‘Great 
Persecution,’ which had begun in spring 303 and which, accerding toa plausible 
if unverifiable report, claimed six hundred and sixty lives in Alexandria alone 
during its first eight years before the ‘palinode’ of Galerius.‘ A pleasing story 
current by the end of the fourth century relates that Alewander discovered him as 
a boy on the beach, playing with his friends at being bishop, It was the anniver- 
saty of the martyrdom of Peter, the predecessor of Alexander, who bad been ex- 
ecuted in late November 311. Alexander construed the coincidence as an omen 
and took the boys into his household to give them an educam‘on, Athanasius dis- 
played exceptional promise, and as seen as his age permitted, he became a dea- 
con and Alexander’s trusted assistant. 

“The story catcies the clear implication that Athanasius came from a humble 
family in the Egyptian memopolis, The inference is confirmed by the emperer 
Consvanwus: in 346 he referred to the city as Athanasius’ ‘ancestral hearth’ 
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(Apot. c. Ar, $1.2) and eleven years later ridiculed his ignoble orgi'n (Apo. ad 
Const. 30.3/4). Hence Athanasius himself can be believed when he protested to 
Constantine that he was a pcor man (Apol. c. Ar, 9.4). About his family very 
litele is known. Athanasius mentions an aunt who died not longafter his expul- 
sion from the city in 339: he accuses his enemies of trying to prevent her receiv- 
ing a proper burial, which friends provided by coneealing her idensity (Hist. Ar 
13.2). And Socrates reports that in 365/6 Athanasius spent four months in hid- 
ing in h’isfamily’s ancestral funerary monument 

Athanasius received a thorough grounding in the scriptures and in biblical 
exegesis, which formed the basis of his thoughe and writings throughout his life. 
His education, however, probably did not include close siridy of the classics of 
Greek literature. The panegyric on Athanasius delivered in Constantinople in 
380 by Gregory of Nazianzus, himself-a cultivated and learned man, and at the 
time bishop of the imperial capital, makes it clear that Athanasius’ educatfon 
was primarily religious. Gregory proclaims that he studied non-Christian mat- 
ters only enough to avoid seeming either to be totally unacquainted with them 
or to have decided to despise them out of sheer ignorance.’ 

large claims have sometimes been made for the culture of Athanasius—-that 
he not only knew Plato well, but also quotes Homer, imitates Aristocle, and 
models his Defense bef ere Constantius on Bemosthenes; or that he was in the 
habit of employing traditional rhetorical techniques wherever they might prove 
helpfui.? But Athanasius names Plato only three times in the whole of hisconsid- 
erable oewure, and the three passages which he adduces are three of the most 
celebrated and widely known passages in ant’quity—the opening scene of the 
Republic, the account of creation in the Timaess, and the comparison of the 
statesman te a steersman in the Politicus.!® Most of the passages which were 
supposed to illustrate his wide learning came from the fourth Oration against 
the Arians, which isnot by Athanasius at all." Athanasius did not compose and 
order his works according to contemporary rhetorical theory, not even the De- 
fense before Constantius, which is expressly constructed as a forensic speech,” 
Naturally, the steucture and method ofargument of this work correspond in cer 
tain ways with Aristotle's analysis, but thar does not suffice 1 show that 
Athanasius consciously employed traditional rhetorical methods.” The contrast, 
with wrisersike ‘Tertullian or Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Navianzus 
would in itself be decisive,'4 but an even more telling comparisen is available 
from Egypt iwelf. Both the Letter to the Merks by Serapion of Thmuis and the 
Encyclical Letter of Athanasi'us’ successor Peter use traditional zhetorical de- 
vicessuch as anaphora, parallelism, alliteration, and assonance toa degree never 
found in any of Athanasius’ writings, even the most elaborate." 

“The general culture of Athanasius reflects the milieu in which he grew up: in 
Alexandria a Christian education had been available for more than a century." 
Athanasius regarded himself as the product of a Christian, primarily biblical, 
education which saught him that what is needful for salvation is ‘the study and 
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true knowledge of the scriptures’ and ‘a good life and pure soul and virtue in 
Chalst."” Virtually everything that he wrote is closely based on scriptural texts.!* 
His philosophical culture can be measured from two interconnected treatises, 
which he wrote early in his career to establish his credentials as a theologian 
possessing a certain acquaintance with Greek philosophical thought.” 

The pair of treatises, Against the Pagars and On the Incarnation of the 
Word, belong toa literary genre of Christian apologetics already outmoded in 
the society in which Athanasrus grew up. They undertake to show that belief in 
Christ is not unreasonable. Athanasius assumes and asserts sbat Christian theol- 
ogy has triumaphed over pagan philosophy: the wisdora ef the Greeks is disap- 
pearing and the demons no longer possess their former power.” Athanasius ap- 
propriates the language and ideas of Greek philosophy without embarrassment, 
and he expresses his position easily in the prevailing terminology of Middle 
Platonism.” But the matn topic around which the exposrtion revolves is the 
Christian’s spiritual growth: since Athanasius holds that knowledge of God 
must come through Christ, he concentrates on the doctrine of redemption and 
its essential presupposinion—that Christ is both traly God and truly man, 

The lack of an obvious polemical mon've (in contrast to the almost contem- 
poraneous Preparation for the Gospel and Demonstration of the Gospel by 
Eusebius of Caesarea, which are directed against Porphyry’s Against the Chris- 
tians}” inevitably raises two questions about the author’s purpese: why did 
Atbanasius wrive? and for what audience? The two treatises Against the Pagans 
and On the Incamation of the Word continually address a friend who is pre- 
sented as having already embraced Christianity. This procedure seems to imply 
that the audience which Atbanasius envisaged was primarily Christian. More- 
over, Athanasius explicitly asserts that the works of his teachers were not avail- 
able to bim when he wrote.* That sounds hke an indication that he wrote 
Against the Pagans and On the Incarnaxon of see Word outside Alexandria, 
and has encouraged the inference that he composed them in exile in the West. 
But the intellectual, or rather geographical, perspecti've and hor'wons of the au- 
thor of these works appear to be those of someone writ'ng in Alexandria and 
ignorant of, or at least uninterested in, the West." Hence, if Athanasius wrote 
the two treatises outside Alexandria, then he might have written them during his 
joumey rothe Council of Nicaea in 325, when he spent several weeks in anenvi- 
ronment which was less Christian than his narive Alexandria. For whe two trea- 
tises appear to be designed, at least in part, as a specitten eruditionis to demon- 
strate to the world that the young deacon who was clearly being groomed as the 
next bishop of Alexandria deserved his place at Alexander's side.?* 

‘The Against the Pagans and On the Incarnation of the Word conspicuously 
feil ro refer explicitly to the Arian controversy. Hence the problem of dating the 
double work has almost always been presented as a choice between a date c. 
318, before the views of Arius were proscribed, and the period of Athanasius’ 
exile in Trier between the winter of 335/6 and the summer of 337,” and power- 
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ful statements have recently been made both for a date shortly before the Coun- 
cil of Nicaea and for the tradit’onal date of c. 336.4 A new proposal will per- 
haps do justice to the competing arguments for both these dates, 

Athanasius’ work shows some clear affinities to Eusebius’ Theephany, which 
was composed c. 325, and it has been claimed that its author therefore read and 
copied Eusebius’ text.” But many of the parallels could be due to independent 
use of tradin onal apologen'c material.” On the other hand, the overall argument 
of the Against the Pagans and On the Incarnation of the Werd is unusually his- 
torical for Athanasius, and some of the individual arguments run closely parallel 
to Eusebius. Hence the double work creates a strong impressfon that it was 
written with Eusebius’ Theophany in mind to arguea similar general thesis from 
a different theological viewpoint. It may be, therefore, that Athanasius wrote it 
between 325 and 328 in order to establish his credentials as a worthy successor 
of Alexander as bishop of Alexandria—and deliberately avoided polemic 
against other Christians or any allusion to current controversies within the 
church. 

Athanasiusis sometimes regarded as both bilingual and bicultural, equally at 
home in Coptic and in Greek. Hence his theology can be considered to represent 
a fusion of Coptic literalism and Hellenic spiritualismn.** For it seems to be an 
obvious inference from the time that he spent in exile among the monks of Up- 
per Egypt that he must have been fluent in the native Egyptian language of the 
majority of the monks, and the preservation of so many of his hommletic and 
ascetical works in Coptic seems to make it plausible to suppose that he com- 
posed at least some of them in that language.** Hence Athanasius has been de- 
scribed as a ‘Coptic writer’ who was also the leader of a bilingual or essentially 
Coptic church.” Such interpretan’ons cannot perhaps be totally excluded on a 
priori grounds, and it must be conceded that a large proportion of Christians in 
rural Egypt probably could not understand Greek.» Yet it is certain that the 
Coptic versions of all the works of Athanasi's which survive are translations 
from an original Greek text, even where the Greek original has been lost? 
Athanasius the Coptic patriarch appears to be an anachronistic creation of later 
hagiography. There is no good evidence that heever wrote in Coptic--and given 
the abundance of work that survives from his pen, there can be little probability 
either, On the other hand, Athanasius may on eccasion have written in Lasin, 
since he spent more than eight years in the Latin-speaking pare of the Roman 
Empire, where he would have needed to use Latin to persuade westerners to 
support his cause. 

Athanasius correspends in certain particulars to the unflattering stereotype 
of the quarrelsome Egyptian current in the Greco-Roman world." The educated 
classes of the Roman Empire would never have recognised in him a fellow mer- 
ber of she cultured élite. The early and rel'table evidence consistently indicates 
that Athanasr'us was a man of the people. He was not a scion of the fecal aristoc- 
racy of the Greek metropolis of Egypt, born into a leisured and cultivated miftex, 


13 


BISHOP ALEXANDER 


Nor was he by birth a member of the rural peasantry of the Egyptian country- 
side. Yer there is a sense in which he straddled the Greek and native Egyptian 
worlds which met in Alexandria.” His low-class origin gave him a lack of inhi- 
bition which was to serve him well during a long life of conflict. 


In 325 the deacon Athanasius accempanied Alexander to the CouncilofNicaea, 
where he attended on his bishop during the debates" and presumably made the 
acquaintance of bishops from outside Egypt who were to be his political allies in 
later days. The Council of Nicaea tackled a large agenda, from voluntary castra- 
tien to the jurisdiction of metropolitan bishops and the date ef Easter But the 
ve most serious and most pressing problems which the council attempted to 
solve concemed Egypt, which was troubled by both schism and doctrinal dis- 
pute, 

During the ‘Great Persecution,’ the bishop Peter had withdrawn from Alex- 
andria, perhaps when Maximinus, who began to rule the East in May 385, in- 
tensified the persecution of the Christians. Melitius, who appears to have been 
recently elected bishop of Lycopolis in place of an apostate, stepped in to per- 
fon Peter’s dnties, inchiding the ordinat’on of priests.*® The bishop of Alexan- 
dria objected, thea, when he subsequently returned to the city, convened a 
synod, and excommumicated Melitius (Apol. c. Ar. 59.1), As persecution contin- 
ued, Melitus wasdeported to the mines of Palestine, where he organised a schis- 
matic ‘church of the marryts.’ Ii 311 the dying Galerius ordered the cessarion of 
persecution, and Melitius renurned to Egypt, where he organised a separate net- 
work of local churches.*6 Papyn’ illustrate the extent of his success: by 334 there 
existed a Melitian monastery at Hathor ‘in the easter desert of the Upper 
Cynopolite nome’ in Middle Egypt, Melitian cells in the Thebaid, and a network 
of Melizian sympathisers in Alexandria itself who could provide lodging fer 
their confréres.”” 

Arius represented a challenge of a different order. Shortly after Alexander 
became bishop of Alexandria in 313, the Libyan Arius established a reputat'on 
as a popular preacher at the Church of Baucalis, close to the harbor: By cus- 
rom, and presumably because of the size of the city and its farge Christ'an popu- 
lation, the priests of Alewandria were licensed to preach, each in his own 
church* Arius, therefore, enjoyed an independence which mere priests in most 
other cities lacked, and he used she opporzunity to advance his own theologr'cal 
views. 

Controversy still atsaches {and will probably always continue t@ attach) to 
the origin and the precise nature of Arius’ views, for it is not at all easy to sift 
authentic repors of his theology from hostile misrepresentarion, and Arius him- 
self restaaed and modified his opinions more than once.” Moreover, the histo- 
rian confronts a problem of terminology and must be sensitive to the risk of 
anachronism. Can the term ‘Arianism’ legitimately be used at all for historical 
analysis, given its demonstrable origin as a derogatory party label? And if she 
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term ‘Arianism’ is used, should it be defined as the dism’nctive theology of Arius 
himself, or does anyonecount asan ‘Arian’ whoconsidered that Arius’ views lay 
within the permnissible range of views which the church could tolerate, whether 
or not he himself shared them? No fourth-century thinker who is normally re- 
garded as an ‘Arian’ or ‘Neo-Arian’ would ever have applied the tertn to himself, 
The label was a term of abuse: Athanasius and his allies habitually employed a 
broad definit‘on which turned all their enemies into ‘Arians,’ In the early middle 
decades of the fourth century, the crucial political (and perhaps theolegical) di- 
vide lay between those who considered Arius an utter heretic who must be ex- 
pelled from the church and those who shought that his views, at least when he 
dropped one or two exweme forinulations, fell within the lumise allowed by the 
traditional teaching of the church, within what Eusebius of Caesarea defined as 
‘ecclesiastical theology.*! Those who took the former view had no hesitation in 
branding all those who took the latter view, including Eusebius of Caesarea, 
‘Arians’ or ‘Arian madmen,’ but that does not justify the continued use of the 
term by a modern historian who strives for objectivity. 

‘Whatever their precise nature, Arius’ views provoked objection, and a com- 
plaint was lodged with Alexander}? Arius responded by submitting to his 
bishop, in his own name and that of a group of other priests and deacons of Al- 
exandr'ia, a statement which cla‘tmed that his views reflected both traditional 
teaching and Alexander’s own. Since Arius refused to modify hi: ions, the 
bishopconvened a council of about one hundred bishops from Egypt and Libya, 
which repudiated Arius’ novel views and excommunicated all who shared 
them. 

Alexander had miscalculated if he thought that Arius could be cowed or eas- 
ily suppressed, The Libyan priest possessed powerful friends outside Egypt. Be- 
fore long Arius had gained the support of important bishops in Palestine and 
Syria and was able to claim that Alexander had anathematised Eusebius of 
Caesarea, Theodotus of Laodicea, Paulinus of Tyre, Athanasius of Anazarbus, 
Gregorius of Berytus, Actius of Lydda, and almost all the bishops of the East for 
sharing his view that the Father pre-exists the Son in a non-temporal sense, He 
wrote to Eusebius, the bishop of Nicomedia and a habitué of the court of the 
emperor Lic'nius, whom he saluted as a fellow pupil of the late Lucian of 
Antioch, urging him to support one who was being persecuted for holding theo- 
logical views which were perfectly acceptable.5* The dispuse between the bishop 
of Alexandria and the Alexandrian priest soon engulfed the whole of the eastern 
church. Councils of bishops weighed in on Arius’ side: eeports survive of acoun- 
cil in Palestine convened by Paulinus of Tyre, Eusebius of Caesarea, and 
Pamophilus of Scythopolis, and of one in Bithynia.!” For his pare, Alexander 
wrote to Alexander, the bishop of Byzantium, and even (it is reported) to 
Silvester, the bishop of Rome.* Moreover, it appears that after Arius had vindi- 
cated himselfoutside Egypr, he returned to Alexandria and organised Arian con- 
venti‘cles in the city, not without violence. 
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The young Athanasius was soon given an opportunity to show his nau've 
skill and mettle in polemic. Two circular letters sent from Alexandria in the 
name of Alexander survive from early in the controversy over Arius. The one is 
a letter to ‘our beloved and most respected fellow workers of thecatholic church 
everywhere,’ while the other is addressed to a single fellow bishop Alexander, 
who is stated by the only ancient writer to quote the letter to be the bishop of 
Byzantium.’The hand of Athanasius has been detected in both leteess: the latter, 
for example, uses the image of the Arians dividing the robe of Christ which his 
executioners had left whole (John 19.23~24). That was a novel idea at the time 
when the letter was written, but it became one of Athanasius’ favorite images for 
schism and heresy.‘! The two letters, however, are so different in vecabulasy, 
style, and method of argument that it is hard to suppose them the work of a 
single writes, and it is the circular leiter which reflects the style and thought of 
Atbanasius.*? The letter to Alexander strives after grandiloquence, but lacks in- 
tellectual sharpness and precision, and its writer commis the tactical mistake, 
which could be disastrous in any controversy, of venturing too many positive 
statements about the content of his own theology. The author is presumably the 
bishop of Alexandria himself. The circular letves, in contrast, appears to show 
the hand of Athanasius: it is a far more effecu've and tightly argued composition 
which admirably succeeds in attacking the theology of Arius without settingout 
a contrary position containing any novelties to provoke disquiet or resistance. 

‘Ac some stage in the controversy, Licinius prohibited the convening and 
holding of councils of bishops—possibly on the recommendation of Eusebius of 
Nicomedia.® In 324, when Constantine conquered the East, the suspended 
quarrel flared up again with even fiercer intensity. Constantine wrote to 
Alexander and Arius urging them notto quarrel, since they differed only on eso- 
teric points of theology and philosophy, not over the central tenevs of the divine 
law, and he sent his leer to Alexandria with a trusted envoy, apparently @ssius 
of Corduba, whom he instructed to try to reconcile the parties. Despite a coun- 
cil at Alexandria (Apol. c. Ar 74,3/4, 76.3), Ossi'us’ mission failed, and a great 
council was called to meet in Ancyra. 

As Ossius returned tocourt, he discovered that the church of Antioch, whose 
bishop Philogonsus had died on 28 December 324,°” was in disorder. Ossius pre- 
sided over a council of more than fifry Oriental bishops, which elecred 
Eustathius to succeed Philogonius and attempted to settle she affairs of the 
Antiochene church. The council also adopted an intricately phrased creed, and 
provist onally excommunicated three prominent bishops who refused to accept it 
as the true apostolic teaching necessary for salvation: they were Theedotus of 
Laodicea, Naecissus of Neronias, and Eusebius of Caesarea. But the decisions of 
thiscouncil of Antioch were merely provisional until ratified by the forthcoming 
‘great and holy counctl at Ancyra. 

Constantine eransferred the impending council to Nicaea.” The excommuni- 
cated bishops rehabilitated themselves, and the council began to discuss the 
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theological issues raised in the controversy over Arius. Debate dragged on uati! 
a creed was produced which its framers expected to be totally unaccepmble net 
only to Arius but also to his principal supporters. Constantine, however, offered 
an interpretation of its wording which most of those who sympathised with 
Arius could accept, and ail the bishops present signed the creed except the two 
Libyan bishops associated with Arius (Secundus of Ptolemais and Theonas of 
Marmarica), who departed into exile, together with Arius himself and some 
priests who refused to repudiate his views.” 

The Melitian schism required less rigorous measures. The Council of Nicaea 
attempted to reintegrate the Melitian clergy intto the catholic church of Egypt. It 
accepted the status of Melitius himself as bishop of Lycopolis, and it accepted 
the priests whom Melitius had orda‘ined as validly consecrated. But it forbade 
Melitius to perform further ordinations, and declared that the Melitian clergy in 
any locality were to he subordinate in rank to those ordained under Alexander 
of Alexandria. On the other hand, if a Melitian priest acknowledged 
Alexander’s authority, he should have full clerical privileges. Moreover, if the 
congregation wished it, and if the bishop of Alexandria agreed, then such a 
priest might replace a priest of the catholic church who died.”* 

The Council of Nicaea did not bring peace to the church either in Egypt or 
elsewhere. Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognis of Nicaea had subscribad to the 
creed, but not to the anathemascondemning Arius and the specific beliefs atrrib- 
uted to h'mt. The council ordered them to conform, but allowed them time for 
compliance. Three months later Eusebius and Theognis commusy cated with cer: 
tain Alexandrians in conflict with their bishop (either Melitians or followers of 
the schismatic Colluthus). Constantine declated that, by the decisions made at 
Nicaea, the two bishops had ferfeited their sees, and he invited their congrege- 
tions to select new bishops.” Within two years, however, the allies of Arius 
gamed an ascendancy in the eastern church and prepared for his readmission to 
communion. Eusebius of Caesarea played a central role. He presided over a 
council at Antioch in 327 which deposed Eustathrus for moral turpitude and re~ 
placed him with Paulinus of ‘Tyre. The same council deposed Asclepas of Gaza 
{Apol, c. Ar. 45.2), and probably also another five bishops of Syria and Pales- 
tine—Euphration of Balaneae, Cymatius of Palms, Cymatius of Gabala, 
Carterius of Antaradus, and Cyrus of Beroea (Fug. 3.3; Hist. Ar 5.2)? All were 
replaced by men of whose opinions Eusebius presumably approved, and even 
though neither Paulhus nor his immediase successor lived long, the metropoli- 
tan see of Antioch was by 330 safely in the hands of Flaccillus.”* 

When Eustathius had been removed, it was not long before Arius, Eusebius 
of Nicomedia, and Theegnis expressed their destre to be reunited with the 
catholic church. Arius and his fellow priest Euzoius submitted a statement of 
their beliefs; Constantine inspected it and submitted it to the Council of 
Nicomedia, which he had summoned to put an end to the Melitian schism, The 
council met in December 327 (or possibly January 328) with the emperor 
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present. Jt readmitted to communion Arius and Euzoius, Eusebius and 
Theognis, and it laid down fresh measures for integrat'ing the Melitian clergy 
into the catholic church of Egypr.’> 

Constantine endorsed the decisions of the Council of Nicomedia, But 
Alexander of Alexandria had declined to come, and he now refused to readmit 
Arius to communion with himself or the church in Egypt. He may have been 
willing to receive Melitian clergy back into the ecclesiastical hierarchy, but he 
refused any compromise of Arius and sent Athanasius to court with a letter 
when the emperor persisted in urging hié reinstatement.’* While Athanasius was 
absent, Alexander died on 17 April 328 (Index pr). Athanasius hurried back to 
Alexandeia to find some fifty-four bishops, suppotters of both Alexander and 
Melitius, deliberating over the choice of a bishop to heal the schism. On 8 June 
328, before a common decision was reached, six or seven bishops went to the 
Church of Dionysius and consecrated him bishop of Alexandria,” 


III 


ATHANASIUS AND CONSTANTINE: 
HISTORY AND APOLOGIA 


ATHANASIUS WAS TO OCCUPY THE METR@POLITAN SEE OF ALEXANDRIA 
for nearly forty-five years, until his death on 2 May 373. Bur his tenure was nei- 
ther unchallenged nor uninterrupted. The Melitians elected a rival bishop of 
their own, and Athanasius was at once compelled to defend his pesition. For 
more than seven years he was suceessful, but he spent the last eighteen months 
of the reign of Consmantine in exile in Gaul. Although Athanasius was allowed 
te return in 337; he was soon deposed, and the Cappadocran Gregory replaced 
him as bishop of Alexandria from the spring of 339 until his death in June 345, 
Athanasius returned again from exile in 346 and performed his episcopal func- 
tions for more than a decade. But George, another Cappadocian, was appointed 
to replace him in 349, and in 356 Athanasius was again removed from his see: 
George came to Alexandria, and until December 361 he was the officially 
recognised bishop of the city. After George was lynched, the theological oppo- 
nents of Athanasius elected a successor who laid claim to the see of Alexandria 
for the last dozen years of Athanasius’ life—and occupied it for several years 
after his death. 

‘This checkered career, which was in fact considerably more cemplicated 
than it appears in brief surnmary, not only depended on political and theological 
aligamente within the Christian church in the East, but also reflected a kaleido- 
scope of polin'cal changes. For, hetween 328 and 373, the balance of political 
power changed constantly as a series of emperors ruled and divided the Roman 
Empire. 

Un 337 Constantine was sole emperor of an undivided empire. From the 
surnmer of 337 until the spring of 34®, his three surviving sons divided the ern- 
pire into three: Constantinus, the only emperor whom Athanasius ever knew 
well (from his exale in Trier in 335-337), claimed a general hegemony, but con- 
trolled only Britain, Gaul, and Spain; Constantius ruled the whole of the East in 
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an are from Cyrenaica te Thrace; and Constans, situated between his elder 
brothers, administered Italy, Africa, and most of the Balkans, includ’ing Greece. 
In 340 Constansinus invaded the territory of Conswns, and on his defeat 
‘Constans became master of all his territory. In 350 Coustans was killed and the 
usurper Magnentius tried to take control of all that he had ruled. In this attempt 
he was unsuccessful, and by the lave summer of 353 Constantius had reunited 
the whole of the empire under a single régime, To help in governing such an ex- 
panse of territory, he appointed two Caesars, Gallus, who resided in Antfoch 
from 351 to 354, and Julian, whom he sent to Gaul in the winter of 355/6. In 
360/1,1:0 longer content with his subordi‘nate status, Julian asserted his equality 
and independence, but a civil war was averted by the death of Constantius on 3 
November 361. For the next twenty months, as sole emperor, Jutian set out to 
undo the Constantinian reformation, until he died in battle in Persia. In June 
363 the Chrisrian Jovian, elected as emperor to extricate the Roman anny from 
danger, reversed Jultan’s religious policies, When Jovian soon died, the brothers 
Valensirian and Valens bacame joint emperors and, in the summer of 364, parti- 
tioned the Roman Empire between them, after agreeing rhat neither would inter- 
fore in the affairs of the other. Athanasius died before either Valentinian or 
Valens, and hence before the accession of Theodosius marked the end of the 
Constantinian empire, under which the whole of his long episcopal career had 
been played out. 

Athanasius’ vicissitudes between 328 and 373 were throughout ctosely 
linked to these political changes. But his dealings with Constantine, who had 
become ruler of the Eastin 324 and was thus the first emperor whom he encoun- 
tered as bishop, are betrer attested than most parts of his career after 337, largely 
because his Defense against the Arians gives so full an account. Investigation of 
Athanasius’ carees, therefore, may most appropriately begin with a juxtaposi- 
tion of the details of bis political seuggles between 328 and 337, so far as they 
can be ascertained, with his selective and often misleading presentation of the 
same events. 


The new bishop wrote at once ro Constant'ine announcing his election, whch he 
represented as a unanimous choice by the people of Alexandr'ta, and he quoted a 
decree of the city-council as proof! The shocked Melitians proceeded to elect a 
bishop of their own. From the start of hus episcopate, therefore, Athanasius 
faced a war an two fronts—im Egypt, against the Melitians and a rival bishop of 
Alexandria who claimed his see, and ouside Egypt, against the allies of Arius, 
who wished to complete his rehabilitation by securing his return to Alexandrta 

‘The struggle was long and complicated. Athanasius, like Alexander before 
him, refused requests from both Eusebius of Nicomedia and Constantine him- 
self that he receive Arius and his followers back into communion (Apol. c. Ar. 
59.4-6}. He also used force against the Melitians. They thereupon sent a delega- 
tion of bishops to Nicomedi‘a to request imperial permission to meet peaceably. 
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Eusebius befriended the delegation at court, obtained them an audience with 
Constantine, and in the summer of 330 formed an alliance with them which 
proved powerful enough ultimately to send Athanasius into exile? 

Soon after this alliance had been made, and allegedly at the instigation of 
Eusebius, some Melitians accused Athanasius of demanding that they supply 
linen tunics to him, as if to do so formed part of their tax obligation to the state 
{Apol, ¢. Ar, 60.1/2). Probably withdrawing to the Thebaid (Index 2),? 
Athanasius sent two pr'tests to court to plead his case (Apol. c. Ax 60.3/4). After 
his return to Alexandria, as he was traveling through the Mareow’s, there oc- 
curred an incident which was to haunt Athanasius for two decades. His trusted 
henchman, the priest Macarius, smashed the chalice and overturned the altar 
used by one Ischyras, a priest ordained by Colluthus, whose pretensions to be a 
bishop the Council of Alexandria in 324 had rejected (Apol, c. Ar. 63.1-4). 

In the winter of 331/2, presumably summoned by the emperor (or conceiv- 
ably at his own request), Athanasius appeared before Constantine to face four 
charges (Festal Lewer 4,5; Apol. c, Ar. 60.4; Index 3). The Melitians reiterated 
the charge of extortion and alleged that Macarius had broken the chalice of 
Ischyras on the orders of Athanasius, It was also claimed that Athanasius had 
been elected bishop below thecanonical age and that he had bribed Philumenus, 
who was magister officierum at the time of the Council of Nicaea~a charge 
which may be connected with the fact that one of Constantine’s bodyguard was 
accused of plotting to assassinate the emperor.* 

Constantine listened to both sides and dismissed the charges aga‘nst 
Athanasius, who returned to Alexandria in wiumph before Easter (which fell on 
2 April in 332) after writing an exultant letter from court to the Christians of 
Egypt (Festal Letter 4; Index 3). Soon afterward he visited the Libyan Pentapolis 
(Index 4), probably to ensure that Arius gained no foothold there. The interven- 
tion provoked Arius into committing some act of indiscret’on which was con- 
strued as schism and infuriated the emperor, who denounced him in a long and 
abusive fetter designed for publication.> 

Arius’ allies continued to try to dislodge the bishop of Alexandria. The 
Melitians wrove to Censtentine repeating the chatge that Athanasius had 
ordered Macarius to break the chalice of Ischyras, and they now added 
the more serious charge that he had arranged the murder of Arsenius, 
the bishop of Hypsele (Apoi. c. Ar. 63.4). In the spring of 334, the emperor 
instructed his half-brother Dalmatius, who was residing at Anwoch and 
administering the East with the sitle of censer, to investigate the charge of 
murder (Apol. c. Ar. 65.1) and te bring the matter before a council of 
bishops which was to meet at Caesarea in Palestine.’ Eusebius of Nice- 
media traveled to Syria fer the projected council (Apol. c. Ar. 65.4), and the 
Melitians in Egypt made preparations.’ Athanasius, however, refused to 
attend. Instead, having waced Arsenius and discovered him alive and in 
hiding at Tyre, he wrote to the emperor, who canceled the Council of Caesarea 
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and reaffirmed his corfidence in Athanasius {Apoi. c. Ar. 65.3/4, 68), 

The enemies of Athanasius soon made yet another attempt to unseat hum. 
Eusebius of Nicomedia persuaded the followers of Melitius, Colluthus, and 
Arius to write a joint letter to Consmantine making several charges against 
Athanasius, includng new allegatons that he had used violence to secure com- 
pliance with his wishes and to coerce opposition within Egypt. Constantine or- 
dered a council of bishops to meet in Tyre to put an end to the protracted dis- 
pure, The comes Flavius Dionysius, a former governor of Syria, was to supervise 
the conduct of the council and to keep order, and all interested pasties were to 
attend, whether they wished to do so or nor.® 

‘When the council opened, probably under the presidency of Flacillus, the 
bishop of Antioch,’ his accusers depicted Athanasius as an overbearing prelate 
who systematically employed violence in the affairs of the church. Callinicus, the 
Melitian bishop of Pelusium, and Ischyras repeated the charge that Athanasius 
had ordered a chalice to be smashed and a bishop’s throue destroyed. In addi- 
tion, they asserted, Athanasius had wronged both their persons. He bad often 
imprisoned Ischyras, and he had once persuaded the prefect Hyginus to im 
prison him with a false accusation of throwing stones at the emperor’s image. 
He had depesed Callinicus, who was undoubtedly a bishop of the catholic 
church since he had been in communion with Alexander of Alessendria; had re- 
placed him with the priest Marcus, simply because Callinicus refused tocommu- 
nicate with him until he could clear himself of the suspicion of breaking the chal- 
ices and had arranged for Call'nicus to be arrested by soldiers, tortured, and 
tried, Five other Melin‘'an bishops (Euplus, Pachomius, Isaac, Achilleus, and 
Hermaeon) also complained of violence against their persons: baving obtaned 
election as bishop by trickery, Athanasius had assaulted and “inprisoned them 
for their honest beliefthat his election was invalid.'° The Melitians justfied their 
conduct concerning Arsent'us on the grounds that the charge of murder, though 
in fact mistaken, was a reasonable deduction from the known facws that 
Plusianus, a bishop under Athanasius and doubtless acting on his orders, had 
burned Arsenius’ house, beaten Arsenius himself, and kept him bound in a hut. 
The Melitians contended that when Arsenius then disappeared, it was reason- 
able to conclude that he had been murdered on Athanasius’ instructions,” 

Athanasius and his Egyptian supporters contested the charges. The council, 
therefore, decided to send a commission of enquiry to the Mareotis. Itscomposi- 
tion inevitably produced biter controversy. The majority chose six members, 
each of whom the Egyptian bishops at the council rejected as biased—Theognis 
of Nicaea, Matis of Chalcedon, Theodorus of Heraclea, Macedonius of 
Mopsuestia, and two young Pannonian bishops, Ursacius of Singidunum and 
Valens of Mursa, whom Athanasius later alleged to have received their first in- 
swuction in the Christian faith from Arius, presumably while he was in exile in 
Iyricum c. 330 (Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya 7), Despite a caution 
from Dionysius to praceed with fairness, the majority persisted, The commis- 


22. 


ATHANASIUS AND CONSTANTINE 


sion took Ischyras and went to Egypt. Here too written protests were registered 
relat'ng to the conduct of the commission and to the facts of the case (Apol. ¢. 
Ar, 73.2-81.2). 

While the commission was conducting its investigation in Egypt, the Council 
of Tyre adjourned to Jerusalem, where the same bishops dedieated the magnifi- 
cent new Church of the Holy Sepulchre in mid-September and once again admit- 
ted Arius to comununion as a holder of orthodox theological views.!? They then 
returned to ‘Tyre and completed thewr business. The commission of enquiry pro- 
duced a summary of their findings. They complained that Athanasius had re~ 
moved potential witnesses, but they found the charge that Macarius had broken 
the chalice of Ischyras on his orders to be sustained by adequate and convincing 
evidence. The council accepte:| the report and deposed Athanasius, who had al- 
ready departed from Tyre (Apol. c. Ar. 82.15 Apol. ad Const, 1.3)--on a raft, 
secretly and under cover of darkness in order to evade the soldiers guarding the 
harbor? 

‘The grounds stated for Athanasius’ deposition comprised four counts: first, 
his flight bewayed his guilt second, his refusal to present himself at Caesarea in 
334 showed contempt fer beth emperor and church councils; third, he had 
brought a gang of ruffians to Tyre, who disrupted the business of the council 
while he abused his fellow bishops; and fourth, the commission sent to Egypt 
had found the charge of breaking the chalice abundantly proven.* The councit 
received the Melitians into communion, reiterated the orthodoxy of Arius, and 
appointed a new bishop of Alexandria (Hist. Ar. 50.2). Unfortunately, no evi- 
dence reporss his name. He might conceivably have been Pistus, who had long 
been associated with Arius," or else John Archaph, the Melitian leader since the 
death of Melitiusand bishop of Memphis. However, if either of these men had in 
fact been nom ‘mated by the council, Athanasi'ns would surely somewhere have 
let slip some jibe about the abortive and hence discreditable nomination. It is 
mere probable, therefore, that Athanasius was replaced by Heraiscus, whom a 
papyrus attests as the Melitian bishop of Alexandria in the summer of 335'— 
and about whose very existence Athanasius preserves a studied silence in all his 
writings. 

Athanasius’ enemies could guess his destination. Six leading bishops, there- 
fere, took the decisions of the council to Constantinople in person—Eusebius of 
Nicomedia, Theognis of Nicaea, Patrophrlus of Scythopolis, Eusebius of 
Caesarea, Ursacius of Singidunum, and Valens of Mursa (Apel. c. Ar, 87.1). 
They arrived in the imperial capital to find that the emperor had already, in ef 
fect, annulled their carefully planned condemnation and deposition of 
Athanasius? 

Athanasius arrived in Constantinople on 3@ October {Index 8). Constantine 
happened to be absent from the city. As the emperor returned on 6 November, 
Athanasius accosted him, informed him that his enemies were again attempting 
to disgrace him on false charges, and begged to be allowed to confront them in 
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his presence. Constantine granted the request and summoned the bishops at 
‘Tyre to come to court at once so that the case of Athanasius could be decided 
fairly. He did not yet know {he wrote) what the council might have decreed, but 
he suspected that hostility had obscured the rruth, and he infermed the bishops 
thar they needed to prove their impartiality (Apol. c. Ar. 86.212): he thus, by 
implication, rendered nul! and void the cendemnation which the Council ef 
‘Tyre had pronounced against Athanasius after his departure. 

Within a few hours after Athanasius had accested Constantine and per- 
suaded him to write this letter, Eusebius of Nicomedia and his five companions 
arrived from Tyre, as did five Egyptian bishops (Apol. c. Ar. 87-1/2). The en- 
emies of Athanasius could see that there was now little point in presenting the 
decisions of the council to an emperor who had disallowed them in advance. A 
new charge was needed. Eusebius accused Athanasius of treasonably threaten- 
ing to prevent the gran ships from sailing from Alexandria to Constant'nople. 
Constantine demanded an answer to the new charge, udering threats. 
Athanasius bewailed and denounced the slander: bow could a private citizen 
who was a poor man be so powerful? Eusebius swore that the bishop of Alewan- 
dria was rich, influential, and unscrupulous (Apol. c Ar. 9.3/4). He doubtless 
also reminded Constantine of Athanasius’ long intransigence toward Arius, 
whose orthodoxy the Council of Jerusalem had recently reaffirmed, When 
Athanasius lost his temper and wamed Constantine that God would ulsimavely 
judge between them,the emperor sent him to Trier.'* He did not, however, de- 
pese him from his see er formally try hun: he merely suspended him from his 
duties pending further investigation.” Athanasius left Constant nople for Trier 
on 7 Novernber (Index 8) still technically bishop of Alewandria. 

The exile of Athanasius in 335 was not the normal exile imposed by an em- 
peror on a bishop who had been condemned and deposed by a church council.2? 
Although Constantine gave the dec’s tons of councils of bishops legal farce, for- 
bidding provincial governors to countermand them, on the grounds that the 
priests of God were more trustworthy than any magistrate,” and thereby bound 
himself too to accept the decisions of councils, he nevertheless reserved to him- 
self the right to decide whether a particular gathering of bishops was a properly 
constiruted council whose decisions were to be regarded as divinely inspired. 
Moreover, he both claimed and exercised the right to summon a council of bish- 
ops, to refer matters to it, and to define its ageada, Thus he felt himself empow- 
ered to acquit a bishop of any criminal charges made against him, but not to 
convict him: the conviction and consequent deposition of a bishop were the ex- 
clusive right and prerogative of a council of his peers. Constantine's treaament of 
Athanasius in 331/2 and 333/4 falls into this pattem precisely. In 331/2 he sum- 
moned Athanasius to ceurt, heard him at Psammathia, and dismissed the 
charges against him. Under nocicumssances, however, would theemperor have 
pronounced hiun guilty and deposed him. Had he decided that there was a prima 
facie case against Athanasius, he would have convened a council of bishops to 
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try him—asin fact he did in 333/4 when he first instructed the censor Dalmatius 
to investigate the charge that he had ordered the murder of Arsenius, then sum- 
moned a council of bishops to meet in Caesarea, but dissolved the council as 
soon as he was convinced of Athanasius’ innocence. On 6 November 335 
Constantine disallowed the verdict of the Council of Tyre, which had not 
reached him, on the grounds that the ceuncil had not acted in accordance with 
the normal canons of Se'trness and impattiality—and the subsequent banishment 
of Athanasius to Gaul did not alter that ruling at ail. 

"Twenty years later Athanasius provided a tendentious, but not sosally mis- 
lead‘ng, descriptyon of the situation dur’ up his first exile: 


Asa result of slander by the Euseb’tans, [Constantine] sent the bishop to 
Gaul temporatily on account of the savage hostility of those who were 
plotting against him—this the blessed Constantinus, the present 
emperor's brother, made clear after the death of his father, asis shown by 
his letters—but he was not persuaded to send the Eusebians the bishop 
whom they themselves wanted: on the contrary, he both prevented them 
though they wished [to send one] and reitrayned them with a terrible 
threat when they attempted [to do so]. (Hist. Ar. 50.2} 


Although the bishops at Tyre had named a successor to Athanasius, the emperor 
refused to accept the validity of this appointment or to install the designated suc- 
cessor in Alexandria (Apol, c. Ar 29.3), Such actions imply that Constantine 
considered the deposin‘on of Athanasius to be null and void. 

The anomalous situation persisted as long as the emperor lived. Despite 
riots, despite a request from the monk Antony, Constantine refused to recall 
Athanast'us. Jn letters to the church of Alexandria and to Antony, he justified his 
refusal by describing Athanasius as a troublemaker whose condemnan'on by a 
council of bishops he could not simply set aside at his own whim. At the same 
time, however, in a show of evenhandedness, he checked the Melitians when 
they tried to occupy the places to which the Council of Tyre had given them title, 
and he exiled John Archaph2> Until Constantine died, Athanasius’ status re- 
mained highly ambiguous. The decisions of the Council of Tyre had no legal 
force: therefore Athanasius was still the rightful bishop of Alewandria, On the 
other hand, the emperor had exiled him to Gaul, where he was compelled to re- 
main until the emperor should decree otherwise, 


‘The account which Athanasius gives of his career as bishop from 328 to 335 in 
h'sDefense against she Arians is not, and was not intended to be, complete and 
straigheforward. It does, howeves purpert to be a truthful aceount, and it 
quotes a plethora of documents to illustrate the esteem in which Constantine 
held Athanasius and the dishonesty of the enemies who attacked him, Although 
Athanasius probably composed the Defense against the Ariavs in approximately 
its present form in 349, he had compiled the dossier of documents relating to his 
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career between 328 and 335 no later than 338, and had almost certainly drafted 
the extant account of these years before the summer of 341.”' Its histon’cal value 
is immense, for without the Defense against the Arians the true course of 
Athanasius’ dealings with Consrantine cmild never he reconstructed, Nonethe- 
less, it is both necessary and instructive to ask how Athanasius selected the facts 
and marshaled the documents in order to present himself in a favorable light. 

‘The intreduction is compressed and obscure. Athanasius passes rapidly from 
the origin of the Melin‘an schism (306} to the alliance between Eusebius of 
Nicomedia and the Melitians (in 330). He is at pains to conceal the fact that the 
Council of Nicomedia in Becember 327 pronounced Arius orthodox and read- 
mitted him to communion. A covert allusion to that council has nonetheless es- 
caped his vigilance. He compl'ms 


Five months had not yet passed, and blessed Alewander died; but the 
Melitians, who ought to have remsmed quiet and to have been grateful 
that they had been received back at all, Iike dogs unable to forger their 
vomit, began again to disturb the churches. (59.3) 


‘What are these ‘five months’? Eitber a lacuna must be postulated in an otherwise 
sound text, or the five months represent the period between the Council of 
Nicoredia in the winter of 327/8 and the contest over who should be elected 
bishop of Alexandria after the death of Alexander on 17 April 328.?5 Athanasius 
wishes to establish the character of each of his two groups of adversaries at the 
outset. Melitius was a schismati’c whom Peter had deposed in a council of Egyp- 
tian bishops for many misdemeanors, including sacrifice during persecution 
(59.1), Nevertheless, the ecumenical council ar Nicaea received the followers of 
Melitius back into communson at the same time as it definitively branded Arius 
and his followers as heretics (59.3), Athanast‘us, therefore, claims that he had 
been prepared to accept the Melitians umil they allied themselves to the Arians, 
with whom no possibility of compronu'se existed (59.4/5). Throughout h'isca- 
teer Athanasius proclaimed a single simple principle when dealing with those 
whom he considered Arians: ‘the heresy which attacks Christ has no commun- 
ion with the catholic church’ (60.1). 

Athanastus is even briefer on the accusations against him in 330/1 and 
331/2. The accusations are described merely to intreduce two letters of 
Constantine: the first imperial letter, ‘condemning Ision [who was one of 
the accusers] and summoning me to appear before him,’ has unfortunately 
dropped out of the text as transmitted in the manuscripts (60.3), but the second, 
written in 332, survives in full (61/2). Constanrine wrote to the congre- 
gation of the catholic church in Alexandria urging them to love one another 
and to put aside all hatreds. He bitterly denounced those who were disturh- 
ing the peace of God’s people (that is, the Melitians), Although the wicked 
have wasted the emperor's time and deserve to be expelled from the church, 
they have not prevailed against the bishop of Alexandria. Athanasius, so 
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the emperor asserts as his firm conviction, is truly a man of God. 

Athanasius now turns to the troubling matter of the broken chalice (63/4). 
The Melitians had made no headway in the Marcet’s and all the churches were 
‘at peace, when a certain Ischyras, a known malefactoy, tried to lead his village 
astray by pretending to be a priest, The properly ordained priest of the place in- 
formed Athanasius, who was visiting the area, and he sent the priest Macarius 
with him to sumunon Ischyras. The two of them found Ischyras lying sick and 
instructed his father to tell him to desist from doing what had been reported to 
them. When Ischyras recovered, he joined the Melitians, and they communi- 
cated with the Eusebians, who then concocted the story that Macarius had bro- 
ken a sacred chalice together with the story that Arsemius, whom they them- 
selves were hiding, had been murdered on Athanasius’ orders. Ischyras, who 
was not a priest af all, came to Athanasius in distress at the calumnies invented 
by the Melitiansand submitted an apology in writing, It deservesto be quoted in 
fall: 


To blessed papa Athanasius, Ischyras greets you in the Lord, 

‘When I approached you, lord bishop, wishing to belong to the church, 
you reproached me for what I had said before, as if I had taken this step 
of my own volition: for this reason, I present to you in writing this de- 
fense, so that you can know that I did so because violence had been done 
to me and blows laid upon me by Isaac, Heraclides, Isaac of Letopolis, 
and those with them. Taking God as my witness for this, humbly submit 
that I know full well that you did none of the things which they have al- 
leged. For neither did any breaking of a chalice occur nor did an over 
turning of the holy table take place, but they, by using violence on me for 
this purpose,compelled me to make all these allegatyons. I have made this 
defense of myself toyou and have handed it over to you in writing, choos- 
ing and claiming my right to be one of those who gather together under 
your authority. I pray that you flourish in the Lord. (64.1/2) 


Ischyras presented his declaration to Athanasius in the presence of six priests 
from different villages in the Mareotis, three deacons from Alexandria, and 
three from the Mareotis (64.3). It is a very significant document. Given Ischyras? 
persistence in his accusation over many years, this retraction ismuch more hikely 
to have been obtained by violence than the original complaint aga‘inst 
Athanasius. One internal feature appears to stamp it as undoubtedly fraudu- 
ent, Ischyras here proclaims that no cup was smashed, no altar overturned. 
Now Athanasius” main line of defense against this charge of sactilege was to 
argue that, since Ischyras was not a properly ordained priest, his hut cannot 
have contained either a consecrated chalice or an alsar; that the presence of a 
catechumen at the time of the alleged assault proved that the eucharist was not 
berng celebrated; and that Ischyras h'umself was so ill that he was confined to bed 
and hence unable to conduct divine service at the relevant time.” The implica- 
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tion of this line of defense is that tschyras was assaulted, even if the assault did 
not technically involve sacrilege. 

Another line of reasoning also leads to the conclusion that an assault did in 
fact occur. Ischyras was a foflower of Colluthus, who styled himself a bishop 
and may have been a dissident Melitian (12.1, 76.3), and he was acting as 
priest of a conventicle of Colluthians in the Mareotis close to Alexandria. 
Athanasius h'unself admits that when he heard of ischyras as he was touring the 
Mareotis, he sent the priest Macarius to deal with him (63,3): it must be sus- 
pected that Macarius was not merely instrvcted to summon Ischyras, as 
Athanasius claims, but to take appropriate measures—and hence that the 
Melitians were in substance correct to assert that, when Macarius broke up a 
service conducted by Ischyras, he did so on Athanasius’ orders. 

Athanasius deals next with the charge that he murdered Arsenius. 
Constantine ordered the censer Dalmatius to investigate, but the agents of 
Athanasius discovered Atsenuius and produced him before Paul, the bishop of 
“Tyre. Constantine then stopped ‘the ceurt of the censor’ (which must be identi- 
cal with the aborti've Council of Caesarea in 334, which Athanasius nowhere 
mentions), and ordered Eusebius and his accomplices, who were on their way to 
the East, to cetum (65.1-4). Athanasius quotes the full text of five letters: 


(1) Alexander of Thessalonica to Athanasius congratulating him on the expo- 
sure of the plot of John Atchaph; 

(2) Pinnes, priest of the monastery of Ptemenkurkis in the Antaeopolive nome, to 
John warning him that the agents of Athanasius have discovered that 
Arsenius is alive and asking him not to accuse Athanasius; 

(3) Constantine to Athanasius expressing indignation at the charges brought by 
the ‘perverse and lawless Melitians’ and urging kim to publish this vindica- 
tion of himself; 

(4) Arsensus to Athanasius submitting to his authority and requesting vo be ad- 
mitted to communion with the catholic church; 

(5) Constantine to John accepting his reconciliation with Athanasius and invit- 
ing him to ceme to court, (66-70) 


‘The Council of Tyre receives even more lavish treatment. That was necessary 
because, when successive Councils of Antioch between 338 and 341 reiteraved 
the earlier verdict, they appealed to the findings of the commission of enquiry 
which visited the Mareotis in September 335 as having established that 
Athanasius was indeed guilty of sacrilege because Macarius had broken the 
chalice #flschyras on his orders.*? Athanasius needed to discredit the Council of 
Tyre, not because ite verdict was the legal basis of his exile in either 335 or 339, 
but lest Christians everywhere regard the sacrilege of which the Council of Tyre 
found him guilty as automatically disqualifying hum from discharging the func- 
tions of a bishop. Since Ischyras became a bishop in the Mareotis and in that 
capacity set his name to yet another condemnation of Athanasius in 343,2” bare 
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denial of the crime would not suffice, Athanasius needed to discredit the process 
by which he had been found guilty. 

Athanasius depicts the Council of Tyre as conducted with violence and by a 
secular official. The comes Dionysius was sent with a bodyguard for the 
Eusebians, Macarius was sent to Tyre bound and in military custody, and 
Athanasius was compelled to attend and dragged about by soldiers (71.1/2, 
72.1, 82.1). When the council met, the cones presided, the Melitians accused, 
and the Arians sat in judgement: Athanasius, therefore, withdrew from them ‘as 
feom an assembly of treacherous men’ (Jeremiah 9.2). To bear out his assertion 
that the Council of Tyre proceeded improperly, Athanasius quotes an array of 
documents to prove each of the central points: 


(1) A list of his clergy which Melitius submitted to Alexanders Since this list 

the name of Ischyras, he cannot have been a priest: there- 

* accuser ought never to have received a hearing—as 
Athanasius pointed out at the time (72.6). 

(2) A submission made by sixteen priests and five deacons of thechurch of Alex- 
andria to the commission of enquiry (73). Since the commission brought 
with them Ischyras, but not Macarius or Athanasius, the clergy of Alexan- 
dria requested to be present during their investigations: by cefusing this re- 
quest, the commissioners have revealed the wpattiality, and the clergy loyal 
to Athanasius are entering a pretest in order to contest their findings before a 
future ‘genuine council.” 

(3) A letter of the clergy of the Mareotis (fifteen priests and fifteen deacons) to 
the Council of Tyre (74/5). The clergy explain that Ischyras was certainly not 
a priest: he claimed to have been ordained by Colluthus, but a council held at 
Alexandria in the presence of Ossius of Corduba had declared his erdinaaion 
invalid. The charges are all fraudulent, since nochalice was broken, no altar 
overturned either by Athanast'us himself or by any of his associates, and the 
commissioners are proceeding improperly, obtaining evidence against 
Athanasius only because Philagrius, the prefect of Egypt, is threatening wit- 
nesses with violence. 

(4) A submission of the same, dated 8 September 335, to Philagrius, the prefect 
of Egypt; Flavius Palladius, curioses palatinus ducenarius; and Flavius 
Antoninus, biarchus centenarius of the praeterian prefects (76). The clergy 
of the Mareotis assert on oath that Ischyras is no priest, that he has no 
church, and that no chalice was broken, and they ask the addressees to for- 
ward their declaration to the emperor. 

(5) A letter of the bishops of Egypt to the whole council (77). Athanasius’ sup- 
porters claim: that the council is dominated by his enemies, that their own 
testimony is unjustifiably rejected, and that the proposed membership of the 
comm'ssion of enquiry is improper. S 

(6) A letter of the same forty-eight bishops to Flavius Dionysius, repeating the 
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same cemplaints and requesting him to intervene (78), 

(7) A letter in the name of ali the bishops of the catholic church present in Tyre 
toDionystus asking for the case of Athanasius to be referred to the emperor 
(79), 

(8) A letter of Alexander of Thessalonica to Dionysius objecting to the member- 
ship of the commission of enquiry (80). 

(9) A letter ofDionysius to Eusebius and his associates (81: quoted only in part). 
Dionysius informs the bishops of the protests by Athanasius and Alexander 
and reminds them of his earlier advice that members of the commu'ssion be 
chosen by unanimous vore. 


‘One vital document is missing, The full minutes of the interrogations which the 
commissioners conducted would show how, though the commissioners 
prompted, though the prefect uttered threats, though soldiers brandished drawn 
swords, witnesses nevertheless testified that Ischyras was lying ill at the time of 
the alleged assault, that the charges against Athanasius were false. The enemies 
of Athanasius accordingly suppressed the minutes, To no avail, since Rufus, 
who made the record, can vouch for their contents. Extracts, however, were 
laser sentto Julius, the bishop of Rome, and he transmitted them to Athanasius, 
whose enemies are new furious because he obtained and read what they wished 
to conceal (83). 

‘Athanasius bas ment oned his flight from Tyre, Before he conrinues his story, 
he digresses to denounce the bishops who repaired from Tyre to Jerusalem (in 
fact, on the emperor’s pressing invitation) and readmitted Arius to communion. 
‘He quotes the beginning of ther synodical letser to show how those who con- 
demned him were prepared to overturn the decisions of the ‘ecumenical council’ 
(84). And he explains howIschyras wasset up as a bishop in the Mareatis,quot- 
ing a letter of the catholicus to the exactor ordering that a church be built for 
him. It was a reward for making his false accusation (85). 

To conclude, Athanasius returns to himself. He quotes the letter in which 
Constantine angrily summoned the bishops from Tyre, summarises the inter- 
view in which the emperor exiled him to Gaul, and quotes the letter of 17 June 
337 in which Constantinus Caesar commended h’umto the Christians of Alexan- 
dria (86/7). By a singular coincidence, the letter of 6 November 335 survives in 
two versions, for the text given by Athanastus net only shows minor divergences 
of wording frem the version which Gelasius of Cyzicus reproduces, but also 
lacks phrases and even sections which Gelasius quotes? What is the explana- 
tion for the discrepancies? On general grounds, it might seem obvious that it 
would have been foolish and risky for Athanasius to tamper with a document 
which many of his contemporaries had scen, and hence that Gelasius, who was 
writing c. 475, must have ‘uterpolated and rewritten the genuine text preserved 
by Athanasius,” That diagnosis will not account for the actual variants. More- 
over, since the letter was overtaken by events very soon after its composition 
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(probably within twemy-four hours), it is unwise to assume that it circulated at 
all widely until the publication of the Defense against the Arias gave it cur 
rency. 

‘The passages which stand in Gelasius alone contain some genuinely 
Constantinian phrases which recur in other speeches or letters of the emperor,* 
and the minor variants in at least one passage betray clear evidence that 
Athanasius has tampered with the text, if only at a superficial level. Gelasius’ 
Constantine writes: 


As I was entering, after an imperial progress, our eponymous and all- 
fertunate Constantinople. . 


‘The corresponding passage in Athanasius reads: 


As I set foot in our eponymous and all-fortunate patria of Constantinople 
(he happened at the rume to be riding a horse). . 


Despite modern editors who print the parenthesis as if it were part of 
Constantine’s letrer,*® the words ‘he happened at the time to be rid‘ng a horse’ 
clearly cannot have stood in the original document, but must be an editorial ad- 
dition by Athanasius. More important, since Constancne’s patria was in the 
Balkans, he is not likely to have called his new city of Constantinople his patria 
withour making the metaphor or conceit obvious.* Furthermore, the imperial 
procassus is independently attested: Constantine was at Nicopolis on 23 Octo- 
ber 335,” and Athanasius had been in the capisal since 30 October waiting for 
his return (Index 8). On technical grounds, therefere, Gelasius deserves the pref- 
erence in this passage.** 

The fact that Athanasiusomits the concluding sentence in Gelasius need have 
no sinister significance: some of the documents quoted in the Defense against the 
Arians are curtailed, and Athanasius could have left it out without any imputa- 
ton of bad faith.” Buta long section in the middle of the letter offers substantive 
divergences which cannot so easily be explained away. The text in Athanasius 
offers a brief account of the exchange which ensued after the bishop accosted 
the emperor: 


So I neither spoke to him at that moment of time nor admitted him to 
conversation, But as he continued to ask to be heard, while I refused and 
almost ordered him to be driven away, with greater freedom he claimed 
that he wanted nothing else from us except your arrival, so that he could 
lament what he has suffered out of necessity with you present. (86.8) 


Gelasi‘us presents an Athanasius who is ‘in grief and mourning’ when he con- 
fronts Constantine: 


‘We saw the man so humbled and cast down that we fell inte unutterable 
pity for him when we realised that he was shat Athanasius, the holy sight 
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of whom is sufficient to compel even the pagans to worshi’p the God of 
the universe. 


‘The Constantine of Gelasius refers in angry but inexplicit language to his sum- 
mons to Athanasius in 331 and his dismissal of the charges against him then and 
continues: 


But new a second time, speaking more freely, he cries out that a second 
assault has been made an him worse than the first, requesting nothing of 
us except your arrival to us, which he has requested so that he can lament 
what he has suffered out of necessity with you present,” 


‘The text quoted by Gelasius does not mince words when describing the bishop's 
pitiable condition when he accosted the emperor or the violence of his assevera- 
tions. In Athanasius? version of the lener, the shatp phrases are softened and 
made vaguer. It may be concluded that Athanasius has suppressed and altered 
phrases and clauses which he found painful to recall orimpolitic to reproduce." 


‘Violence begew violence? ‘The chance find of a papyrus undoes much of 
Athanasius’ plead ng on his own behalf. A private letter survives, never intended 
for publication, from the Melitian Callistus in Alexandria to two priests at a 
Melitian monastery in the Upper Cynopolite nome.‘ On 20 May 335 (Callistus 
relates) the bishop of Letopolis came to dine in the camp with the bishop 
Heraiscus, who is attested only here, but whom the context identifies as the 
MelitYan bishop of Alexandria‘? Supporters of Athanasius came to scize 
Heraiscus and his gueste, but they were hidden by soldrers in thei living quar- 
ters. The supporters of Athanasius, however, came across four Melitian monks, 
whom they beat and almost killed. They then raided the hospice where the 
Melitians from outside Alexandria were lodging, and kidnapped the five whom 
they found there until the praeposites of the carnp ordered their release. ‘The 
praepositus apologised to Heraiscus for the atsack, in which soldiers of the dux 
and of the camp had participated, but he did not allow the Melitians to see their 
bishop nor the bishop to leave the camp. It was Athanast‘us’ policy to send bish- 
ops who would support him to Tyre, butto detain his opponents in Alewandria, 
by force if necessary, He shut one bishop in the meat-market, a priest in the 
prisen of the camp, and a deacon in the main prison of the city. Besides these 
explicitly reported facts, the letter seems to assume that Heraiscus himself had 
for some titne not beenat liberty to leave the camp. 

Despite his protestations of innocence, Athanasius exercised power and pre- 
tected his posinon in Alexandria by the systematrc use of violence and intimida- 
tion. The papyrus of 335 documents in detail one small episode in which he 
coerced his opponents and used violence in an attempt to prevent them from at- 
tending a church council, That was not an isolated misdemeanor, but a typical 
example of the means by which bishops of Alexandria maintained their power 
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in the Christian Roman Empire. If the violence of Athanasius leaves fewer traces 
in the surviving sources than similar behavior by later bishops of Alexandria like 
Theophilus, Cyril, and Dioscorus, the reason isnot that he exercised power ina 
different way, but that he exercised it more efficiently and that he was successful 
in presenting himself to posterity as an innocent in power, as an honest, sincere, 
and straightforward ‘man of God.” 
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A JOURNEY TO CAPPADOCIA 


CONSTANTINE DIED ON 22 MAY 337. WITHIN FOUR WEEKS OF 11S 
death, an imperial ukase restored all exiled bishops to their sees. The order was 
issued in the name of all the emperors (presumably including the Caesar 
Dalmatius, as well as the three sons of Constantine), but Constantius had ro 
part in imdoing his father’s policies. The initiative belonged to Constantinus, 
though he doubtless acted on the advice of the exiled bishop of Alexandria, who 
had been resident in his capital of Trier since the winter of 335/6. 

‘Athanasius refers te the restoration of the exiled bishops as a joint action of 
Constantinus, Constantius, and Constans (Hist. Ar. 8.1). Yer he nowhere quotes 
the formal act which had legal force, Instead he quotes a private letter of recom- 
mendation which Constantinus wrote in his name alone on 17 June 337 ‘to the 
people ofthe catholic church of the city of Alexandria.’ Athanasius (the letrer 
recalled; bad been sent to Gaul as a temporary measure and partly for his own 
safety. Constantine had always intended to restore the bishop to his proper 
place, but death prevented him frem fulfilling his incention. His son and succes- 
sor, therefore, gave effect to his wishes and was sending the great man back to 
his welcoming flock {Apol. c. Ar. 87.4-73 Hist, Ar: 8.2). 

Athanasius left Trier at once. But he did not travel to Alexandria by the 
quickest or most direct route. There was political and ecclesiastical business to 
perform on the way. Constantius must be conciliated, or at least mollified, and 
Athanasius had an audience with him at Viminacium in the province of Moesia 
Superior (Apol. ad Const. 5.2). The outcome of the interview is unknown; in- 
deed, the bare fact of iw occurrence is known only because Athanasius let slip a 
single passing allusion to it many years later. The historical context, however, is 
clear. 

Constantius was on his way from Constantinople toconfer with his brothers 
in Pannonia.' The three sons of Constantine were proclaimed Augusti on 9 Sep- 
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tember 337, presumably when they met together: shortly before that date 
Dalmatius, their colleague as Caesar, and all other possible dynastic rivals had 
been killed, most of them in Constantinople, with Constantius conniving at er at 
least not preventing their slaughtec? When he met Athanasius, therefore, 
Constantius had weigittier mateers on his mind than ecclesiastical politics. The 
empire, divided in 335 into four parts, one for each of the Caesars, now needed 
to be reallocated between the three sons of Constantine. In the event, it was 
Constans, strategically situated between his older brothers, who emerged with a 
large increase of territory? Constantinus claimed primacy in the new imperial 
college, but even if his two younger brothers acknowledged his pre-em'mence 
(which is not at all certain), it can have represented little more than an empty 
formality.4 Constantius acquired the diocese of Thraciae, but soon the Persian 
war, which his father had bequeathed him, required his constant attention. Fer a 
dozen years from 338, Constantius prosecuted war on the eastern frontier: 
och was his principal residence, and he usually spent his winters in Syria, his 
summers on campaign in Mesopotamia.’ In 337, however, before he returned to 
Syria—and perhaps even before he conferred with his brothers—another m li- 
wary emergency had claimed Constantius’ attention. Constantine had recon- 
quered territory north of the Danube, originally annexed by Trajan, but aban- 
doned during the tumultuous years of the mid-third century.$ Soon after his 
death these conquests were again overrun, even though Constantius cam- 
paigned against the Sarmatians, apparently in 337, and was believed by loyal 
subjects to have wor a victory over them” 


Athanasius was keenly aware of Constanw'us’ pressing political and military pre- 
occnpations, and he made full use of 
emies at the Council of Serdica described his activities during the summer of 337 
with a vivid sense of outea 


He reached Alexandria from Gaul after a very long time - .. Throughout 
the whole of his return journey he overturned churches, restored con- 
demned bishops, promised to some hope of returning to their sees, and 
consecrated unbelievers as bishops by means of fisticuffs and murder by 
pagans, even though the existing bishops were alive and remained guilt- 
less [of any crime]. He paid no respect to the laws and pinned all on 
desperation, so that he seized the churches of Alexandnia by force, by 
murder, by wat? 


‘The sober facts behind this diatribe are that Athanasius aided his friends and 
opposed his enemies in a context of violence. Athanasius himself later unwit- 
tingly identified one of the episodes about which complaint was made. 
Alenander, the aged hishop of Constantinople, who had held the see of 
Byzantium, later Constantinople, for twenty-three years, died in the summer of 
337.° Athanasius was in Constantinople shortly after the disputed election 
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which followed Alexander's death. The Christians of the imperial capital were 
almost evenly divided between those who fervently upheld the Nicene formula 
and those who were sympathetic to the views of Arius: the former supported 
Paul, a young priest who had recently ceme to the city; the latter the elderly 
Macedonius, who had long been a deacon of their church. Alexander left a 
document comparing the two men, in which he declared a strong preference for 
Paul as a teacher and a vittuous man. Paul was duly elected and consecrated. 
Since the suppotters of Paul did not wait for their choice to be ratified by the 
bishops of adjacent sees, as custom demanded, it seems probable a priori that 
Athanasius was one of the required trio of bishops who consecrated Paul as 
bishop of Constantinople, When Constantius returned from Pannonia, he was 
enraged at the clection and had it overturned. A council of bishops from the sur- 
rounding provinces deposed Paul and replaced him with Eusebius of 
Nicomedia, even though Macedonius, whom Paul had advanced to the priest- 
heed, supporved his bishop (Hist. Ar. 7.1).!° , 

By this juncture Athanasius had left the imperial capital. He traveled post- 
haste, but found time to intervene in ecclesiastical matters in Syria, Phoenice, 
and Palestine. The beneficiaries of his assistance (it may be conjectured) 2+ 
cluded Asclepas, the bishop of Gaza: he had been exiled in 326, he was now en- 
titled to return to his see, and he subsequently joined Athanasius in exile in 
Rome, Athanasius entered Alexandria again on 23 November 337 (Index 10). 
His enemies had perhaps already taken the first steps teward deposting him and 
installing a successor, for a council of bishops met during the winter of 337/8, 
probably in Antioch while Constantius was in the city,"? to depose Athanasius 
and name a new bishop of Alexandria. 

‘The cenweal and unshakeable testimony for the abortive attempt to depose 
Athanasius in the winter of 337/8 is provided by the synodical letter of a council 
of bishops held in Alexandria to exonerate him—a council sometimes unhappily 
misdated te 339. This council of bishops from the Egyptian provinces met in 
the Egyptian capital in 338 and declared Athanasius innocent of the charges 
which his enemies had brought against him. In order to vindicate himself, 
Athanasius later quoted the synodical letter of this council, which indicates, at 
least in outline, the dangers which beset him after his return from exile (A pol, c, 
Ar. 3-19). 

‘The party of Eusebius (so they are styled) convened a council of bishops 
(3.2). Since the Alexandrian letter voices no complaint about the membership of 
the council at Antioch, it was probably a large and reptesensative conclave of 
bishops from throughout tbe eastern provinces. The charges aganst Athanasius 
included both old ones, which the Council of Tyre had investigated, and new 
ones relating to Athanasius’ behavior duting and afer his return from the West. 
‘Thecouncil found Athanasius gurlty on at least some grave coun, deposed him 
frem his see, and appointed Pistus to replace him as bishop of Alexandria (Ep. 
enc. 6.1). A letter, to which the assembled bishops appended their names, then 
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communicated the decisions of the council ro other bishops and to each of the 
three emperors {Apol. ¢, Ar. 3.5-7, 19.4/5). 

The council resuscitated the old suspicien that Athanasius’ election in 328 
was invalid. The synodical letter complained that 


after the death of the bishop Alexander, when a certain few made men- 
tion of the name of Athanasius, six or seven bishops elected him secretly 
and sub resa, (6.4)5 


Bur that need not have been a formal charge in 338. The formal grounds for the 
depositron of Athanasius probably comprised three counts. Furst, Athanasius 
had ordered the priest Macarius to break the chalice of Ischytas and to overturn 
his altar (14.1-4). This charge had been thoroughly investigated by the Council 
of Tyre: that council sent a commission of enquiry to the Mareotis; the commis- 
sion collected evidence on the spet and found the allegations to be proven 
(17.6). Second, Athanasius was responsible for deaths and murders in Alexan- 
dria after his return (3.5-5.5). And third, he had sold grain supplied by 
Constantine for the maintenance of widows in Egypt, appropriatmg the pro- 
ceeds for his own pocket (18.2). 

Athanasius did not of course intend to accept the verdict of a hostile council: 
he sought vindication from a friendly one. Eighty bishops from the Egyptian 
provinces met in Alexandria. Athanasius had ptesumably summoned ahem as 
soon as he heard that his enemies were convening a council to try him, but it met 
after Constantius had written to him endorsing the findings of the Council of 
Antioch (18.2). Although no soutce attests the fact, Athanasius must have taken 
the synodical letter which vindicated him to present to the emperor. It was in fact 
his own composition, drawing on the dossier of documents which his Defense 
against the Arians was later to quote in full.'* 

The bishops at Alexandria, in therr letver addressed ‘to the bishops of the 
catholic church everywhere, complain that the council which has deposed 
Athanasius is no council of the church, but a conspiracy designed tocompass his 
death by means of imperial anger (3). Athanasi‘us has killed no one, has handed 
no one over to the execurioner, has caused no one imprisonment or exile, Sen- 
tence was passed on the men in question by the prefect of Egypt while 
Athanasius was still in Syria (5.24). Athanasius’ enemies are heretics (5.5-6.2), 
and their leader, Euseb'us, not only has clearly broken the law of the church by 
abandoning the see of Berytus for Nicomesh’a and now Nicomedia for another 
see (in fact, Constantinople), but was also rightly deprived of his status as bishop 
in 325 for fomenting heresy (6.6-7.3). How can such men presume to sit in 
judgement on Athanasius? The accusations ageinst him are a plot by Arian mad- 
men. 

The longest saction of the letter goes over charges made at the Council of 
Tyre (11-17). The allegation thar Athanasius murdered Arsenius also receives 
prominence (8.4/5, 9.5-10.3). Since Arsenius was still alive, he could serve as an 
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example of how baseless the charges against Avhanasius were, The chalice of 
Ischyras receives a much longer discussion. Like the later Defense against the 
Arians, the letter of the Council of Alexandria in 338 argues that Athanasius 
cannot have ordered Macarius to break a holy chalice belonging to Ischyras or 
to overturn his altar, because Ischyras was a follower of Colluthus, not a validly 
ordained priest, and because the building where he cla‘umed to celebrate the sac- 
raments Was not a church, The central contention, however, is less thar she 
charges made in 335 against Athanasius were false than that the Council of Tyre 
was improperly constituted, proceeded improperly, and rendered an improper 
verdict. The commission of enqu'uywas biased, the bishops of Egypt in 335 re- 
jected its members as Arians and enemies of Athanasius, and it conducted its 
enquiry in an illegal manner. Among the council’s members was Eusebius of 
Caesarea, who oughtte have been disqualified for sacrificing during the persecu- 
tion (81-3). And the councit was not autonomous: 


How do they dare to call it a council, over which a comes presided, 
[where] a speadator was present and a commentariensis ushered us in 
instead of deacons of the church? (8.3) 


‘This passage and its subsequent amplification in tbe Defense against the Arians 
provide the only basis for the conventional (but false} picture of the comos 
Dionysius presiding over the Council of Tyre and guiding its deliberam ons from 
the chait!” 

‘The ancient accusation continues with an amplificat‘on which undercuts its 
stark picture of secular domination; 


[Dionysius] spoke and those present were silent, or rather obeyed the 
comes, and the removal of the self-styled bishops was prevented by his 
advice. He gave orders, we were dragged in by soldiers, or rather, when 
Eusebius and his party gave the orders, he meekly pattheir decisions into 
effect. (8.3) 


Similarly, another passage complains that in the Mareot’s the prefect of Egypt 
acted in enactly the same way as Dionysius at Tyre: 


Just as there was a cosas there with a military escort, who allowed noth- 
‘ing to be said or done contrary to what they were resolved on,"* so too 
here the prefect of Egypt with his resinue was terrorising all those belong- 
ing to thechurch and permitting no one to give evidence truthfully, (14.4) 


Ona less hostile representation of the same facts, Dionysius kept order at the 
council and enforced the decisions made by the majority of the bishops of Tyre. 
The supporters of Athanasius at Tyre asked the comes to overrule tbe council, 
but he refused (Apol. 8-81), It was a toval travesty of the facts to repre- 
sent Dionysius’ refusaj to intervene as coercion of the council. 

Inthe event, according to the letter, it was Arian slanders which secured the 
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removal of Athanasius. Since no charge ceuld be proven against Athanasius, 
even though the conses was prejudiced and used violence against him, the bishop 
fled to Constantine and complained, whereupon the emperor summoned the 
bishops from Tyre. But when Eusebius and his associates arrived, they made no 
mention of the charges investigated at Tyre, alleging instead that Athanasius had 
tampered with the supply of grain from Alexandria to Constantinople. And 
Eusebius swore that the rich and powerful bishop had become omnipotent in 
Egypt. Yet God was gracious and Constantine lewient: Athanasius was not ex- 
ecuted but exiled (9.1-4). 

The letter of the Council of Alexandria was accompanied by decuments to 
bear out its contention that the proceedings of the Council of Tyre were im 
proper and its verdict invalid. The text of the letter explicitly appeals to seven 
a documents, and Athanasius’ Defense agains the Arians preserves five of 

em: 


(1) the letter of Ischyras to Arhanasius (64, cf. 17.6), 

(2) a letter of Constantine to Athanasius aboutthe affair of Arsenius (68,cf.9.5, 
17.2), 

(3) the protest of the clergy of the Mareotis in September 335 (73-76, cf. 17.1), 

(4) the letter of Alexander of Thessalonica to Dionysius (80, cf. 16.1), 

(5) the synodical letrer of the Council of Jerusalem in September 335 (19.2: 
quoted in part at Apel. c. Ar. 84). 


To the letter were also attached two other documents which do not survive— 
extracts from the ephemerides of the prefect of Egypt for August 335 (5.4) and a 
testimonial on behalf of Athanast‘us by the bishops of Libya, the Pentapolis, and 
Egypt which appears to have denied the accusation of embezzlement (19.1). 
Moteover, the letter appears to utilise, without explicitly citing them, another 
seven letters written between 333 and 335 which the Defewse agatust the Arians 
also quotesin full. 

The argumenvs and the technique of documentation show the hand of 
Athanasius,” and in fact, years later, in an unguarded moment and in another 
context, he confessed his authorship of the council's lemret. The Defense before 
Constantius provests that 


1 did not write to your brother except fon the occasions] when the 
Eusebians wrote to him against me and I was compelled to defend myself 
while I was still in Alexandria, and when, at his command that I prepare 
copies of the holy scriprures?# I produced and sent them. (Apol. ad 
Const. 4.2) 


The defense of hiumself against the Eusebians to which Athanasius refers here is 
clearly the letter of the Council of Alexandria in 338, Athanasius sent a copy of 
- jt to Constans (and presumably, therefore, a copy to Constantinus), and in reply 
Constans asked Athanasius to send h’imcopies of the Bible. That was a clear 
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gesture of sympathy and encouragement, doubtless intended to recall 
Constantine’s similar request to Eusebius of Caesarea? Thi's request to supply 
Greck texts for use in the newcity of Constantinople constituted official recogni- 
tion of Eusebius’ standing as a biblical scholar with a lifelong interest in the text 
of the Bible.” Although there is no reason to think that Athanasius had similar 
academic and scholarly interests, Consvans’ request may, nevertheless, have had 
an effect on the textual transmission of the Greek Bible: the fourth-century 
Cedex Vaticamus of the Old and New Testaments and Apocrypha could be one 
of the codices which Athanasrus sent to the West, since its Aexandrian origin 
seems certain and its precise contents and their order correspond exactly to the 
canon of scripture which Athanasius later laid down in his Easter letter of 367 
(Festal Letter 39}. 

The letter doesnot contain all that Athanastus wished to say. The final salu- 
sation is missing, and the letter, as extant, cleses with a reaffirmation that 
Athanasius is still the bishop of Alexandria and a warn'ing against the schismatic 
Melitians, who still vex and harass the church: 


Fer they make improper ordinations, even of virtual pagans, and shey do 
such things as we are ashamed to write, but which you can learn from 
those sent by us who will also give you thisletter. (19-5) 


Copies of the letter were dispatched to the mewopolitan bishops of important 
provinces, and perhaps to many others: they were saken by trusted priests, who 
performed the delicate task of discrediting the man whom the Council of 
Antioch had named to replace Athanasius.5 

‘The reaction of one important bishop stends on record Julius, the bishop 
of Rome, received the letter of the Council of Antioch, brought by a priest and 
two deacons, which informed him that Pistus was now bishop of Alexandria, 
Soen afterward priests arrived in Reme from Alexandria bearing the letter 
which exculpated Athanastus. They informed Julius that Pistus was an Arian 
who had been orda’wel (presumably as priest) by Secundus of Ptolemais, 
whom the Council of Nicaea had excommunicated for heresy.” The envoys 
from Syria could not deny the facts, Julius weated Pistus’ ordination by 
Secundus as an absolute bar to his electron as bishop: ‘it was impossible for the 
otdinatien by Secundus the Arian to have validity in the catholic church,’ 
and to accord it any recognition would be to ‘dishonor’ the great and holy 
Council of Nicaea (Apol. c. Ar, 24). Mereover, when Julius confronted 
Macarius, Martyrius, and Hesychius, who brought the synodical lerter of 
the Council of Antioch, with Athanasius’ envoys, they let slip an injudicious 
remark which Julius was able to construe as a request that he convene a new 
council and that he write both to Athanasius and to Eusebius and his asso- 
ciates inviwing them to come te Rome so that a just verdict could be rendered 
in the presence of all (Apol. c. Ar. 22.3). Many other bishops, probably the 
majority, must have reacted to the appointment of Pistus in the same way. 
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As the sequel shows, the choice was soon acknowledged to be indefensible. 


Constantius undoubtedly encouraged the enemies of Athanasius and may well 
have attended part of the council which deposed Athanasius in the winter of 
337/8. But the bishops formally communicated their decisions to him by letter 
(Hist. Ar, 9.1}, and he then wrote to Athanasius, All that is known for certain 
abour this letter, to which the surviving evidence contains a single, barely percep- 
tible allusion, is that it reproached the bishop of Alexandria for embezzlement 
(Apol. ¢, Ar, 18.2), Presumably, however, it alsosummoned Athanasius to court. 
The bishop dared not disobey, and soon departed from Alexandria with the let- 
ver which he had written on his own behalf in the name of the assembled bishops 
of Egypt. 

The evidence for Athanasius’ journey to the court of Constantius in the 
spring of 338 is mainly indwecr, since be preserves an almost total silence about 
it in his accoums of his own career. In the Defense before Constantius, however, 
he bases an argument on what he said to Constanrius on the three occasions 
when the emperor had gcansed him an audience: 


What place or what tune does my accuser state, when he has falsely been 
alleging that I said such things? Or in whose presence was I so mad as to. 
utter such things as he has wrongly accused me of saying? Or who sup- 
ports his accusation and provides witness? For ‘what kis eyes have seen,” 
a man ought also to ‘say,” as the holy scripture has recommended (Prov- 
erbs 25.7). My accuser will find nowitness for what never happened, but 
I have your piety as a truthful witness that I am not lying, For, knowing 
the excellence of your memory, I ask you to recall the speeches which I 
offered on several occasions when you granted me an audience, fot the 
first time in Viminacium, for the second in Caesarea of Cappadecia, and 
for a third in Antioch, [and to recall] whether I ever spoke ill even of the 
Eusebians after they had done me harm, whether I denounced any of 
those who had wronged me. If I did not even denounce those against 
whom it wasmy duty to speak, what madness would have possessed me 
to slander one emperor to another emperor and to bring brother ‘into 
confhict with brother? I beseech you, either have me refuted face to face or 
condemn the slanders, and imitate David, who says: ‘I have cast outthe 
man who spreads tales secretly against his neighbor’ (Psalm 101 [100].5). 
(Apol, ad Const. 5.1~4) 


The dates and occasions of the first and third audiences are cerrain, The first, at 
Vintinacium, can have occurred only in the summer of 337 while Athanasius 
was on his way from Trier to Alexandn'a, which he entered on 23 November 
337.% The third is well attested: in 346 Athanasius went to Syria and saw 
Constantius in Antvoch before returning to Alexandria.” But what was the date 
or the occasion of the second? 
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The Defense before Constantius clearly indicates that the audience in 
Caesarea occurred between the first audience and the third, while the move- 
ments of Athanasius and Constantius between 337 and 346 circumscribe very 
narrowly the range of possible dates. It must have eccurred before Athanasius 
fied from Alexandria to the West on 16 April 339. But when precisely? A seco-ad 
interview with Constentius before Athanasius returned to Alexandria has often 
been deduced. Bur that is surely impossible if Athanasius had returned from 
exilein the autumn of 337; Constantius cannot have reached Antioch, where he 
spent the winter of 337/8, much carlier than the end of October,” while 
Athanasius reentered Alewandria on 23 November (Index 10}. Hence, even in 
default of confirmatory evidence, the audience in Caesarea would have to be 
dated to 338, when the emperor went to Cappadocia to supervise the restora 
tion of the pro-Roman Arsaces as ruler of Armenia? But an appearance of 
Athanasius before Constentius isa necessary sequel to what is known about the 
Councils of Antioch and Alexandria in the wimter of 337/8. 

Reticence, prudence, or diss‘umulation prevented Athanasius from including 
in any of his numerous apologias on his own behalf an explicit account of his 
journey to Cappadocia, his appearance before the emperor at Caesarea, and his 
retum to Alexandria, His enemies had no similar motives for silence, and the let- 
ter of the eastern bishops at Serdica in 343 complains about his conduct during 
this journey: 


Afverward Athanasius, traveling through different parts of the world, se- 
ducing some people, and deceiving by means of his dishonesty and pesti- 
lential fattery ianocent bishops who were ignorant of his crimes or un- 
aware ofcertain of his activities in Fgypt, disturbed peaceful churches by 
begging testimonials from each of them or creaved new churches for his 
own support just as he wished. Yet this had no effect agaist a judgement 
censecrated long before by holy and distinguished bishops. For the com- 
mendatron of those who were not judges at the council, never had the 
judgement of the council [in their possession}, and are known not to have 
been present when the aferesaid Athanasius was being heard, could nei- 
ther aid nor benefit him. 


The complaint selaes to Athanasius’ conduct after his return to Aleendria in 
337 but hefere his arrival in Rome: whereas an earlier passage had denounced 
the circumstances of his return in 337, the continuation of this passage com- 
plains about his deception of Julius and other Italian bishops. Can the allusion, 
therefore, be to Athanasius’ activities between his flight from Alexandria in the 
spring of 339.and his arrival in Rome? Hardly. Neither xime nor the circum- 
stances of Athanasius’ flight permit. In 339 he left Alewandria ‘secretly and sur- 
reptitiously” (as the same letter puts it, and he fied the territory of Constantius 
as fast as possible in ozder to avoid arrest and possible death (Ep. entc. 6.3). And 
once in safety (he may have traveled hy way of Africa), he preceeded within a 
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few weeks to Rome, where he knew he would find an important ally. The east- 
ern bishops allude, therefore, not to Athanasius’ activities in 339, bur to his 
canvassing of support among the bishops of Palestine, Phoenice, and Syria on 
his journey to and from Constantius’ court in the spring of 338. 

This journey provides the context for Athanasius’ tenth Festal Letter, written 
for Easter 338, which in this year fell on 26 March (3¢ Phamenoth). This letter 
has produced some strange theories from modern scholars who have mistakenly 
believed thar the transmitted text contains a large lacuna: one held that it isa 
confiation of the Festal Letters for 337 and 338, another that there are hidden 
lacunae in addition to the obvious one in the editio princeps and hence that the 
letter is a miscellany of diverse fragments.** But neither the date of the letter nor 
the integrity of the text transmitted in a Syriac translarion admits of any doubt, 
whavever.” Athanasius wrote the tenth Festal Letter shortly before Easter 338— 
and there is no reason to imagine that he composed (or began) it in Trier the pre- 
ceding spring or summer, It was Athanasius’ custom to noufy the churches 
throughout Egypt of the date of the next Easter long in advance by means of a 
very brief communication, then to senda much longer homiletic letter, the ‘festal 
letvec proper, as the Faster season approached.* Accordingly, he must have 
written the tenth Festal Letter in late January or February 338. 

‘The letter makes clear that its writer és in Alexandria (11), But it opens with 
a reference to Athanasius’ recent exile in Gaul: 


Even when I traveled so far from you, my brethren, { did not forget the 
custom which obtains among you, which has been transmitted to us by 
our spiritual] fathers, nor was I silent and failed to notify you of the time 
of theannual holy feast, and the day of its celebrat’on. For although I was 
hindered by those afflictions of which you have doubtless heard, and se- 
vere trials were laid upon me, anda great distance separated us, while the 
enemies of truth followed our tracks, laying snares to discover a letter 
from us, so thar by their accusatvons they might add to the pain of our 
wounds, yet, since the Lerd strengthened and comforted us in our afflic~ 
tions, we were not deterred, even when held fast in the midst of such 
machinations and conspiracies, from stating and making knewn to you 
our saving Easter feast, even from the ends of the earth. (1} 


The main theme of the letter, wncesaantly reiterated, is God's constant provection, 
of his teue servants, Athanasius produces the predictable biblical precedents to 
encourage his flock in time of trouble—Hfananiah, Azarich, and Mishael in 
Babylon {Daniel 3.8-31), Israel leaving Egypt, David hunted by King Sauf, 
Elisha (2 Kings 6.13-17), Esther, Paul, and above all Christ. Athanasius insis- 
tently proctaims his confidence in God's protection. The enemy may employ 
every device in order to ruin him, but the man who is in Christ will obrain the 
Victory. His tone, however, is gloomy and worried—totally unlike the trium- 
phant letter which he wrote ‘n332 from the court of Constantine after his 
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acquittal at Psarmathia (Festal Letter 4). The mood of the letter for Easter 338 
is hardly what should be expected from a man who had reeently returned from 
exile as a hero. It reflects not che euphoria of Athanasius’ return to Alexandria, 
bur the gravity of the perils facing him after his enemies again condemned and 
deposed him. Athanasius puw on a brave face: 


O beloved friends! if from affliction comes comfort, from labors rest, 
from sickness health, from death immortality, then it is not seemly to be 
distressed by what comes upon mankind fora brief period, then it is not 
right to be downcast because of the tribulations which occur, then itis not 
proper to be afraid if the gang who attack Christ conspire against true 
belief. On the contrary, we should please God all the more in such cir 
cumstances and consider such things as a testing and practise for a virtu- 
ous life. For how can anyone display patience except after labors and sor- 
rows? Or how can anyone be tested for forticude without an assault from 
his enernies? (7) 

For the enemy drawsnear in afflictions and trials and labors, doing every- 
thing in his endeavor to overthrow us. But so long as the man who is in 
Christ enters into battle against the foes and sets patience against anges, 
hurality against arrogance, virme against wickedness, he wins the victory 
and exclaims ‘I can do all things through Christ who strengthens me” 
(Philippians 4.13). (8) 


‘Yet the tone and contents of the letter betray the unconscious fears of a man who 
had been accused of capital crimes and who knew that he must soon do battle 
with his enemies.” Athanasius probably composed it immediately after the 
‘Council of Alexandria and before he departed for the imperial court, which had 
moved from Antioch to Caesarea in Cappadocia by the time he arrived, 

The Letter to Serapion which stands in the Syriac corpus of Festal Letters 
between the eleventh and thirteenth letters prohably also belongs in the same 
historical context.” Athanasius wrote it as a supplement to an Easter letter 
which he had just sent to all the bishops in Egypt. One section has a clear rel- 
evance to Athanasius’ struggle to retain his see: 


Because some Melitians, being come from Syria, have boasted that they 
had received what does not belong to them, I mean, thatthey also were 
reckoned in the catholic church, on this account, J have seutt to you a copy 
of the letter of our fellow ministers in Palestine so that, when it reaches 
you, you may know the fraud of the pretenders in this matter. For, be- 
cause they boasted, as I have said before, it was necessaty for me to write 
to the bishops in Syria, and immediately those in Palestine sent us.a reply, 
having agreed in the judgement against them, as you may leam from this 
example, 
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There is no other evidence for these dealings of Athanasius with the bishops of 
Syria and Palestine, Butit is hard to believe that they have nothing todo with the 
attempts to unseat him between the autumn of 337 and the spring of 339: 
Melitians had suffered from the violence of Athanasius’ partisans before the 
Council of Tyre, and it was doubtless Melitians who complained of his use of 
violence after hie return and provided the evidence on which he had been de- 
posed at Ant‘och, 


Athanasi'us’ defense of himself before Constantius and his diplomatic offensive 
effectively neutralised his condemnation by the hostile council in the winser of 
337/8. He returned to Alexandria still bishop of the city in the early summer of 
338, and immediately persuaded the monk Antony to come to lend his prestige 
to his own cause. At the request of the bishops of Egypt, Antony descended from 
his mountain and visited Alexandria (July/August 338), where he denounced 
Arians, converted pagans, and cast out a demon, departing on the third day after 
his artival with publicceremony.”The visit of Antony was cleatly arranged and 
orcheswated by Athanasius to demonstrate his popularity in Alexandria. That 
such a demonstration was needed showed the fragility of his hold on power. The 
visit of Antony ptobably followed closely upon the arrival of a new prefect of 
Egypt, whose task was to supervise the expulsion of the bishop of Alexandr’. 

Failure had not deterred the enemies of Athanasius. They determined to 
make no mistake the next time. An embassy from Alexandria artived at the im- 
perial coure requesting that Philagrius be reappointed prefect of Egypt in place 
of Theodorus (Hist. Ar. 9.2). The ambassadors clearly belonged to the opposi- 
tion against Athanasius, for Philagrius had assisted the commission of enquiry in 
335, while Theodorus was the prefect whom the Council of Antioch in the win- 
ter of 337/8 accused of executing and exiling men on the orders of Athanasius 
(Apel. c. Ar. 5.4). The petit‘on, welcome enough to Constantius and pethaps 
inspited by him, was granted, and Philagrius entered Alexandria as prefect for 
the second time, to immense rejoicing.” He brought with him the eunueb 
Arsacius, and he could be relied upon to enforce the planned deposition of 
Athanasius (Hist. Ar: 10.1), 

Another council of bishops met at Antioch during the winter of 338/9 and 
again condemned and deposed Athanasius. The emperor Constantius was 
present, so that Athanasius was able to complain that his successor was sent 
‘from court’ (Ep. enc. 2.1). The council again raked up the charge of ordering 
the breaking of the chalice of ischyras, on which the Council of Tyre had found 
Athanasius guilty. And they again condemned Athanasius for his conduct when 
he returned to Alexandria in 337:many perished in rioting when he entered the 
city, and Athanasius had assaulted some and handed others over to be con- 
demned by the prefect. But the charge of embezzlement which the Council of 
Alexandria had controverted {Apol. c. Ar: 18.2) was dropped: hence it may be 
inferted that Athanasius bad successfully disproved the allegations when he 
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appeared before the emperor. On the other hand, a new offense was alleged, 
though the charge was one of which others were more guilty than Athanasius. 
‘The Council of Antioch found Athanasius’ retura to his see improper and con- 
trary to normal procedure, on the grounds that he had returned on his own ini- 
tative without the sanori‘on ofa council of bishops. In Athanastus” case, impro- 
priety could be established only if the verdict of the Council of Tyre were 
assumed to be valid—e most dubious proposition. It must accordingly be sus- 
pected that the invocation of a rule which another Council of Antiech had ex- 
plicitiy formulated in 327 or 328 was designed primarily to disqualify not 
Athanasius,’ but ether bishops whom Constantinus had restored in 337, all of 
whom had indubivably been condemned and deposed by ceuncils whose ver- 
dicts the father of the emperors had endorsed and ratified. 

Once it had deposed Athanasius, the Council of Antioch cast about for a 
suitable and plausible successor. Pistus, to whom Julius (and doubtless many 
ether bishops) had weken exception the previous yeas, clearly would not do. 
Eusebius of Nicomedia decided that Eusebius of Emesa was the best candidate, 
hut the larcer declined to offer himself, either on principle or out of diffidence.** 
The council thereupon selected Gregory, who was untainted by any scandal, to 
be the new bishop of Alexandria.”” Gregory was a Cappadecian fike Philagrius, 
and the new bishep knew that he could sely upon the prefect. He wasted little 
time in going to Egypt to take possession of his see. On 16 March 339 an at- 
tempt was made to arrest Athanasius, and on the following day he went imto 
hiding in the city. On 22 March Gregory entered Alexandria as its bishop. Fi- 
nally, an 16 April Athanasius fled thecity and left Egypt (Index 11). 
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ATHANASIUS SOOR BROADCAST TO THE WORLD HIS VERSION OF HIS 
expulsion from Alexandria by means of an Excyclical Letter sent to a large num- 
ber of bishops. He began with a salutation to ‘his fellow miufisters in every place’ 
and drew their attention to his ‘dreadful and insupportable sufferings’ (1.1). 
Athanasius compared hisexpulsion to the rape of the Levite’s wife by the sons of 
Belial (Judges 19.22-30), and he urged Christians everywhere to bestir then 
selves and to lend aid with no less eagerness than the ancient tribes of Israel had 
of old, so that the affront to the dignity and honor of the church might be 
avenged. The Encyclical Letter promises to give a brief factual acceunt of recent 
events, which the bearers of the letter can amplify. It will show how the outrage 
perpetrated in Alexandria in the spring of 339 surpasses any outrage ever in- 
ficted on the church—even when the Roman state persecuted it (1.2~1.9).’ 
Athanast'us’ account of recent events in Alexandria is predictably tendentious, 
and either anger or calculatton has made him depart from strict chronological 
order in his professedly straightferward narcative.* 

‘The bishop of Alexandria expla'ns that he was occupied in peaceful worship 
as usual, his congregation was rejoicing at the services and making progress in 
godly living, and all the bishops of Egypt were abiding in perfect peace and har- 
mony, when the prefect suddenly and unexpectedly published an edict declaring 
that a certain Gregory, a Cappadocian, was coming from court to replace 
Athanasius as bishop (2.1}. The Christians of Alexandri‘a protested that the 
deposition of Athanasius was uncanonical, the result of Arian machinatYons, 
and they assembled in order to resist. Philagrius, the Arian prefect and fellow 
countryman of Gregory, set out to install the new bishop by means of bribery 
and violence. He promised large rewards to gangs of pagans, Jews, and ruffians; 
acmed them with swords and clubs; and set them to atteck the Chrisu‘ansin their 
churches. These thugs perpetrated atrocities worse than any Greek tragedian 
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had ever depicted: a church and its baptistery were set on fire; holy virgins were 
stripped and raped; monks were beaten and wampled, even killed; altars were 
desecrared by pagan sactifice; the scriptures were burned; Jews and pagans 
bathed naked in the holy baptistery and tried to make virgins and ascetics deny 
their Lord, Then, while Gregory made a wonderful and glorious entry into the 
city, the prefect’s gangs were permitted, as their reward, to plunder the church. 
Ona Friday in Lent he went into a church with the prefect and pagans: when he 
saw that the congregation was disgusted with his violent entry, he induced the 
prefect in a single hour to whip and imprison thirty-four virgins, matrons, and 
well-bom men (2.24.5). 

Gregory and his supporters next seized the other main church of Alexandria, 
where Athanasius was staying, hoping to capture and him. Athanasius, 
however, mindful of the precept ‘If they pursue you in this city, flee to another’ 
(Matthew 10.23), removed himself. His enemies showed no respect even for 
Easter Sunday, but imprisoned Christians on the very day when Christ had Siber- 
ated mankind. By means of such violence, Philagrius sewed the churches of Al- 
ewandria and handed them over to Gregory and the Arian madmen, so that the 
people of God and the catholic cletgy were now compelled either to participate 
in the impiety of the Arian hereticsor not to attend church at all. Gregory, more- 
‘over, acting through the prefect, scourged and tortured sailors—clearly, though 
Athanasius does not admit it, either in an attempt to prevent the escape of 
Athanasius or in revenge for it. Gregory also persuaded his savage ally the pre- 
fect to send Constantius a decree, purporting to come from the people of Alex- 
andria, which condemned Athanasius in ousspoken language: it was drafted by 
an apostate, and its signatories are pagans, the votaries of idols and Arians 
(S.1-6). In short, Athanasius protests again and aga'n, the church is being perse- 
cuted as it has never been persecuted before. 

The Encyclical Letter was not written as mere propaganda, nor primarily as 
apologia. Athanasius had a very practical end in view—to persuade the bishops 
who received the letter not to recognise his successor as bishop of Alexandria. 
Gregory is an Arian, a bishop of Arians alone, a substitute for the wnfectucate 
Pistus, whom everyone had earlier rejected after Athanasius wrote about him 
(2.3/4, 3.1,4.1, 6.1/2). When he entered Alexandria, Gregory behaved in every 
way like Caiaphas befere Pilate (4.3). ‘The attempt to place him on the bishop's 
throne ia Alexandria is a ploy of the Eusebians that threatens every bishop. If it 
succeeds, then no bisbop can feel confident that a suocessor will not suddenly 
arrive to replace him by imperial fiat (6.1-7). Accordingly, al! bishops who wish 
to precerye the true faith must show solidarity and refuse to recognise Gregory 
as the bishop of Alexandria, even if he swears that he is no Arian {7.1-8). 

The Encyclical Letter pursues its pracw'cal aim fiercely in its final chapters of 
passionate pleading. Athanasius knew that the bishop of Rome would not 
recognise Gregory, siice Julius had proposed the previous year that a council be 
held to consider the case of Athanasius, presumably when he received the letter 


48 


ATHANASIUS IN ROME 


of the Council of Alewendria (7.2, cf, Apol. c. Ar, 24,2/3), But how many other 
bishops would follow Julius’ lead? Even if the western episcopate did, the major- 
ity of eastern bishops needed persuasion, and hence the Encyclical Letter ad- 
dresses itself primarily to easern bishops who had taken no part in Athanasius’ 
deposition. There must have been many bishops with no direct sake in the con- 
flicte within the Egypt‘im church who doubted whether the supersession of 
Athanasius really did endanger the canons and the faith of the whole church, It 
was for their benefit chat Athanasius emphasised that Eusebius and his associ- 
ates belonged to the heresy of the ‘Arian madmen’ whom they had so often re- 
pud'ated and condemned. 

The Encyclical Letter is not history, and it would be perverse to complain 
that Athanasius’ account of his replacement as bishop of Alexandria lacks both 
precision and objectivity. Nevertheless, the nature of the work must be borne in 
mind continually if it is to be used as evidence for what happened in Alessandria 
in the spring of 339. On the whole, Athanasius is rather vague about precisely 
what happened at which church in the city. He does not name ‘the church and 
the holy baptistery’ which were set on fire (3.3), nor the church which was plun- 
dered (4.2), though he strongly implies that it was the same edifice in both cases, 
and he writes as if she church in which he was residing were the only other im 
portant church in the city (5.1). Nor does the Encyclieal Letter supply a precise 
date for most of the events it describes. Athanasius slides swiftly from a Friday 
during Lent (4.4), which the Festalindex implies to be Friday, 23 March, the 
day on which Gregory entered Alexandria (Index 11),} to ‘the Sunday of the 
holy festival’ (5.3), that is, Easter Sunday, 15 April, the day befere Athanasius 
escaped from the city. It appears thar Athanasius’ narrative in fact refers to three 
buildings: the church which was burned and plundered was the Church of 
Dionysrus,* the church where Athanasius resided was the Church of ‘Theonas 
(Indax 11), and the church where violence was used on Easter Sunday was the 
Church of Quirinus (Hist. Ar. 10,1). 

Ic is a much more serious matter that Athanasius suppresses the fect that 
there was violence on both sides. It is not necessary to believe Athanasius’ en- 
emies when they later charged him with hiring pagans to bum the Church of 
Dienyst'us and defile irs alear.$ But it is highly improbable that his partisans failed 
to resist the imposition of a new bishop with all the force rhat they could muster. 
‘The most significant falsification, however, concerns the author of the Encyclical 
Letter h'unself. Athanasius depicss himself as a peaceable pastor of his flock 
against whom no one bore a grudge or voiced a complaint, an innocent ejected 
from his see by emperor and governor suddenly, unexpectedly, and without 
warning (2.1). The Melitans and their leng-standingcomplaints are thus conve- 
niently forgotten, and in his carefully written account of his actual expulsion, 
Athanasr‘us avoids any mention of his successful struggle against the attempt to 
oust him a year earlier The presentation is deliberately slanted and selective. 
Constansius was “urdeed present at the Council of Antiech which appointed Gre- 
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gory bishop of Alexandria in place of Athanasr'us. Hence Athanasius” allegatron 
that Gregery came ‘from the court’ does not entirely lack plausibility (2.1). But 
his implicit suggestion that Gregory was actually appointed by che emperor is 
totally misleading. Athanasius had been deposed and Gregory was appointed in 
his place by a council of bishops convened and conducted according to due 
form. Athanasius was never willing to admit that; the central tenet of his re- 
peated apologias on his own behalf was to dispute the validity of his successive 
depositions, not only in 335 and twice after his return from Tries, bur on all 
other occasions during the next two decades. 


‘When Athanasius left Alewandria, he beteok himself to Rome, probably without 
delay. In order to avoid arrest he needed to escape from the territory of 
Constantius with all haste, and he knew that Julius, the bishop of Rome, was a 
firm supporter. Athanasius, therefore, may be believed when he wrote nearly 
twenty years later that ‘he sailed to Rome’ (Hist. Ar. 11.1), even though his en- 
emies in 343 predictably cemplained about the secrecy of his departure and his 
dest’mati‘on.” 

Although no explicit evidence directly attests the date at which Athanasius 
arrived in Rome, and it has often been supposed that he reached the city late in 
339,® the indirect evidence that he arrived in early summer is strong. That is the 
date which Athanasius assumes in the account of his dealings with Constans 
which he composed for Constantius in 353 (Apol. ad Censt. 4.1-3), It is also the 
date implied bythe long letter which Julius wrote in 341 on behalfof Athanasius 
(Apol. c. Ar. 21-35). In this letter answering a letter from the ‘Dedication Coun- 
cil’ of Antioch, which met in January 341,° Julius ridicules the council’s accusa~ 
tion that he has infringed canon [aw by being in communion with Athanasius 
(27.1-23.1). He protests that he is perfectly entitled to communicate with a 
bishop whose deposition appears to be questionable. Then he turns to the sig- 
nificance of Athanasius’ presence in Rome: 


Inaddition toall this, he syayed here fora year and six months waiting for 
your presence or the presence of those who wished to come. By his pres- 
ence he provided a refutation of fyou] all, because he would not have 
been here had he not beer fully confident. For he did not come of his own 
accord, but after being summoned and receiving a letter from edie the 
one which I wrote to you. (29.2)! 


In the context, the period of eighteen months to which Julius cefers can hardly be 
anything other than the time which elapsed between Athanasius’ arrival in 
Rome and the letter which Julius Is controverting."! Smce the ‘Dedication Coun- 
ci’ mer in January 341, it follows that Athanasius reached Rome in June or July 
339. 

It was doubtless in Rome immediately after his arrival that Athanasius wrote 
the Encyclical Letter But that was not the only letter he wrote during the sum- 
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mer of 339 in quest of political support. A disingenuous passage of the Defertse 
befere Constantixs unintentionally discloses that in 339 Athanasius wrore a let- 
ter which soon became polit'cally embarrassing: 


After departing from Alexandria, I did not go to the court of your 
brother, nor te any others, only to Rome. Entrusting my cause to the 
church (for I was concerned for this alone), 1 spent my time in public 
worship. I did not write to your brother except [on the oceasions] when 
the Eusebians wrote to him against me and 1 was compelled to defend 
myself while | was still in Alexandria, and when, at his command that I 
prepare copies of the holy scriptures, ] produced and sent them. (I say this 
because] in my defense I must tell the truth to your piety. Se, after three 
years had passed, in the fourth year. . . (4.1-3) 


This passage requires very careful exegesis, Athanasius is here giving an account 
of his dealings with Constans between his departure from Alexandria in April 
339 and his first audience with the western emperor, which occurred more than 
three full years either after he left Alewandria or after he arrived in Rome. (The 
passage can be interpreted in either of these two ways—though not in any way 
which makes Athanasius count the three years from his first letter to Constans in 
338.) Befending himself against the charge of treasonable communication 
with Constans, Athanasius considers separately his audiences and his correspon- 
dence with the western emperors. In 339 there were two: Constantinus resided 
in Trier and ruled Gaul, Spain, and Britain, while Conswans ruled Africa, Italy, 
and most of the Balkans and resided in Hlyricum." The logic of the passage 
quoted ineluctably implies that Athanasius wrote to Constantinus as well as to 
Constans, 

(On his own presentation, when be left Alexandria in 339, Athanasius went 
to Rome and there devoted himself to the worship of God, (When Athanasius 
states that he entrusted his case to the church, he alludes to Julius, the bishop of 
Rome, bur he refrains from nam‘ng him, presumably for reasons of tact.) 
Athanasius proclaims emphatically that he did not go to the court of Constans 
or ‘to any others.” Who are these ‘others’ whom Athanasius did not approach? 
‘The answer is clear from the context and from the official propaganda of the 
340s. In the spring of 340, Coustantinus invaded Italy and was killed near 
Aguile’, There followed a purge of his supporters, in which his praetorian pre- 
fect Ambrosius, the father of the future bishop of Milan, appears to have per 
ished.'’ After the death of Constantinus, his memory was abdished. The de- 
feaved and disgraced Augustus became an ‘unperson’ who had officially never 
existed, Already on 29 April 340 Constans coldly instructed the praetorian pie- 
fect Marcellinus to cancel the immunities from taxation granted by ‘the enemy 
of the state and of ourself.” In the East, however, Constantius did not abolish 
the memory of his dead brother at once, since the preface to the so-called 
Itinerarium Alexandri expresses the wish that the emperor, about to invade Pee- 
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sian territery, may surpass the successes of the maximi Constantini, his fatber 
and brother}7 Bur when he abolished it, he did so effectively: the name of 
Constantinus was erased from public inscriptions in Asia as well as in the prov- 
inces ruled by Constais, and even on coins alteady in circulation."* 

Libanius’ panegytic on Constantius and Constans {probably composed in 
344/5) faithfully reflects the official line that Constantsne had only ever had two 
sons—ho are now ruling the empire jointly in harmony and concord,” The 
Defense before Constantius consistently adopts the same line: whatever 
Athanasius really thought of Constantinus, he was obliged, if he wished to per- 
suade Constantius, to pretend that Constans was his one and only brother. His 
phrase ‘any others’ is generalising plural of the type commonly found in liter- 
ary works of the fourth century: it designates solely and precisely Constanwinus. 
This part of Athanasius’ defense is thus both straightforward and factually cor- 
rect: in 339 he went to Rome and did nor travel to the court of either of the two 
emperors then culing in the West. 

Athanasius continues, however, by protesting that he did not even write to 
Constans except on twooccast ons. The first was in 338 when he senthim a copy 
of the synedlical letter of the Council of Alenandcia (Apol. c. Ar. 3-19)—and this 
passage of the Defense before Constantius discloses in passing that it was indeed 
Athanasius himself who composed that letter? @n the second occasion, he sent 
Constans copies of the Bible which the emperor had requested him to prepars, 
presumably when he replied to Athanasius’ first letter. Neither from the context 
nor from external probability can it be deduced with certainty whether 
Athanasius wrote this second letter before er after he left Alexandria, Burthere 
i something significant which Athanasius does not say. He does not protest that 
he did not write either to Constans or to ‘any others,’ Now Athanasius certainly 
‘wrote to Constant inus at least once, since he sent him too a copy of the synodi- 
cal letter of the Council of Alexandria in 338. Mozeover, Constantrnus had be- 
friended him during his exile in Trier, and he wrotea personal letter reconumend- 
ing him to his Alexandrian congregation to tke with him as he returned from 
exile in 337 (Apol. c. Ar. 874-7). Hence it may be deduced with certainty that 
Athanasius wrote to Constantinus when he arrived in Rome. 

Whea Constantinus invaded Italy in the spring of 34@, Athanasius’ letter 
came to be construed as something less innocent than an exiled bishop’s plea for 
assistance. It was alleged that Athanasius had encouraged Constantinus to at- 
tack his brother" The allegatyon may have been completely untrue, yet it was 
plausible. Constanrinus was the only son of Constantine whom Athanasius 
knew personally. This friendship, so helpful in 337, became a polity'cal lability 
when the emperor of Gaul attempted co remove his brother fom power. 
Athanasius’ association with Constantinus must surely be one of the reasons 
why mote than three years elapsed before Constans showed any interest in his 
cause. 

In Rome, despite his claim to have spent all his time in public and private 
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devotions while entrusting his case to the church, Athanasius did not fail ro use 
his opportunites to seek lay as well as clerical support. Again, the only specific 
and trustworthy evidence comes from Athanasius himself. His Defense before 
Constantins reveals that certain prominent personages in Rome bestowed on 
him ‘favors,’ whose nature he declines to specify. Defending himself against the 
charge of treasonable correspondence with Magnentius in 350, Athanasius dis- 
misses as preposterous the idea that he could ever have written a fetter to the 
usurper: 


What sore of opening would I affix to my letter if 1 had written to him? 
“Congratulations en murdering the one who honored me, whose favors I 
can never forget? T welcome your killing of my friends who were very 
firm and devoted Christians’? ‘We admize your slaughter of those who 
received us nobly in Rome, the emperor's aunt of blessed memory, the 
aptly named Eutropia, Abuerius that noble man, the faithful Sperantius, 
and many ether good men’? (6.5) 


Abuerius and Sperantius are otherwise unknown,” but Eutrop'a, the daughter 
of Constantius (emperor from 293 to 306) and Theodera, was the wife of Virius 
Nepotianus, consul in 336, and the mother of Julius Nepotianus, who was pro- 
claimed Augustus at Rome in June 350.2 She was doubtless killed when the gen- 
erals of Magne:u'us suppressed her son’s short-lived rebellion. As an imperial 
relative, Eutropia was presumably capable of soliciting emperors on Athanasius’ 
behalf. Ir must be suspected that between 339 and 342 Athanasius appreached 
many other prominent figures at Rome besides the trio whom the Defense 
before Constantius names. He names Eutropia, Abuerius, and Sperantius only 
because they were later killed on the orders of Magnentius. By the early fifth cen- 
tury itcould be asserted that while in Rome Athanasius told aristocratic ladies of 
the city about the monks of Egypt and thereby gave an initial impetus to she be- 
ginnings of monasticism in the West. 


It was not enough for Athanasius to publicise his expuls’on from Alexandria in 
339, to write to the emperors Constantinus and Constans, and to seek support 
from prominent Christians in the Roman aristocracy. He saw that politisal ac- 
tivity alone would probably never suffice to restore him to his see. He needed to 
elevate his struggle to the ideological plane. In his Encyclical Letter he claimed 
that his deposition represented an atwack on the doctrinal orthodoxy of the 
whole church (1.6-8, 7.3). Ie was necessary to prove that claim at the theological 
level. The bishop of Rome had supported him in 338 and welcomed him when 
he arrtved in Italy in 339: he could clearly be relied upon to continue to upheld 
his cause.?5 But Athanasius realised that ultimate success in his own struggle de- 
pended on producing proof that more was at swke than the restitunion of a 
Single proud prelate. it seems highly probable that he pursued this aim by means 
of hi’s @rations against the Arians, which he began to compose c. 340,6 
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Athanasius’ three Orations against the Arians, hough separate speeches ac- 
cording to their title, form a substanu’a! theological treatise with a continuous, 
though largely non-cumulative, argument from beginning to end.” An introduc: 
tion stresses the importance ofthe underteki'ng (11-10). Arius may bedead, but 
the heresy which he sired is alive and flourish'ng. Athanasius sets out the main 
features of Arius’ theology:he quotes the first seven lines of Arius’ Thalia, draw- 
ing attention to and ridiculing his use of the Sotadean metre, and gives a sketch 
of Arius’ theology which repears the letter of Alexander of Alexandria denounc- 
ing Ariusand his doctrines which Athanasius himself had composed many yeats 
before. Athanasius poses the general issue as a dilemma: which of the two the- 
ologies, Christian or Arian, sets forth Jesus Christ as truly God and Son of the 
Father? There follows a long discussion of the nature of Christ’s sonship. But the 
bulk of the work cencentrates on expounding the biblical texts which Arius and 
others had adduced to support their theological positions (especially Proverbs 
8.22-25, which contains the favorite proof text: ‘the Lord created me the begin- 
ning of his ways’). The Arian heresy, Athanasius proclaims, is crafty and decert- 
fal when it pretends to have the support of the scriprures (1.1). He argues at 
length that each passage adduced by the Arians, when ir is correctly inserpreted, 
supports orthodox, not heretical, beliefs, 

Biblical exegesis thus provides both the connecting thread of the arguments 
of the Oratiexs against the Arians and their substance. Athanasius throughout 
contrasts two firmly defined sets of views about the relationship between God 
the Father, God the Sen or Logos, and the Holy Sp'uit* The Arians espeuse the 
false view that the three persons of the ‘Trinity are totally unlike one another 
(1.6), that the Son is unlike the Father and alien to him, foreign to the Father 
with respect to essence, ‘fereign to the essence of the Father’ (1.6, 1.9, 1.17, 
2.43, 3.14). In contrast Athanasius presents orthodox Christology as holding 
shat the Son is Sike the Father (1.21, 1.44, 1.52, 2.17, 3.10, 3.11, 3.20), indeed 
like him in all things (1.21, 1.40, 2.18). That appears to prefigure the ultimate 
rapprochement in 359/60 berween Athanastus and the ‘theological conserva- 
tives’ of Asia Minor®”--and may suggest that he composed the Orawons against 
dhe Arians with a view toconvincing the bishops of Asia Minor in the 340s that, 
whatever the persona! merits of his own case, they were aligning themselves 
with a party which embraced a fundamentally false theology. 

Altheugh the introduc‘on presents the Arian heresy asthe last of all ‘which 
has now emerged as the precursor of the Antichrist’ (1.1, cf. 1.7), the Ovawions 
against the Arians have no explicit indication of their date beyond eeferences to 
Arius as dead (1.3) and Constantius as living and reigning (1.10, 3.25). This 
merely establishes that the work was written between 337 and 361, and a date 
between 356 and 360 has sometimes been advocated.’ But the Oraiens con- 
spicuously fail to defend the term homoousios, which became the theological 
watchword of Athanasius and his allies in the early 350s." The named targets of 
the Oratiens are Arius himself, Eusebius of Nicomedia (1.22, 37), and Asterius, 
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the sophist and sacrificer (1.32, 3.2, 3,60). Moreovet, Athanasius seems to treat 
this trio as if they were the only Arians rash enough ever to have committed their 
opinions to writing (2.24). That fiws the circumstances of 339 or 340 exeellently, 
when Athanasius had an obvious mon've for establishing himself as the theologi- 
cal champion of orthodoxy against the Arian heretics who had expelled him 
from Alexandria. When he decries the followers of Arius as deriving their per- 
verse doctrine from the teachingof Eusebius (1.27), he probably names his main 
political adversary, 

A further indicat‘on that Athanasius was writing in Rome in 338 or 340-can 
be deduced from his method of attacking his theological enemies. He appears to 
quote Arius’ Thalia from memory—the first seven lines verbarim followed by a 
rather vague and probably net very accurate summary based on the old letter of 
Alexandet, which he himself had composed in the bishop’s name (1.5/6). Ou 
the other hand, Athanasius quotes mine extracts from Asterius as if taking them 
from a complete text.” Theconwast iseasily explicable if Athanasius was indeed 
writing in Rome in 339 or 340. His fellow exile Marcellus of Ancyra sutely 
brought a copy of Asterius with him to Rome: he had been deposed and exiled 
in 336 f judieious remarks made in a long ateack on Arius and ‘Arians’ such 
as Eusebius of Caesarea and Narcissus of Neronias, which pilloried the treat’se 
of Asterius which the Orations against the Arians quote. 
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ATHANASIUS ARRIVED IN ROME WITH ONLY A FEW TRUSTED SUPPORT- 
ers from Alexandria, and his cause received no obvious advancement unul the 
arrival of anether exile lent color to his claim that Christian orthodoxy was en- 
dangered. Marcellus is attested as bishop of Ancyra as early as 314,' and in 325 
at Nicaea he showed himself an implacable and outspoken foe of Atius,?In 335 
Marcellus refused to subscribe to the decisions of the Councils of Jerusalem and 
"Tyre, which readmitted Arius to communion and pronounced that his views fell 
within the limits of permissible Christian dectrine.? Moreover, when these coun- 
cilsdeclared that Marcellusshould forfeit hissee unless he recanted and contmu- 
nicated with Arius, he hastily composed a tract of some ten thousand lines to 
demonstrate that not only Arius but also his most prominent supporters were 
patent heseu'cs, and he presented it to Constantine.* That step proved his undo- 
ing. Constantine convened a council of bishops in Consmnt'nople in July 336, 
which declared Anfus orthodox yet again, deposed Marcellus, and appointed 
Basil to be bishop of Ancyra.5 Marcellus departed into exile. 

In 337, under the amnesty decreed by Constantinus for all exiled eastern 
bishops (Hésé. Ar 8.1), Marcellus returned to Ancyra amid scenes of violence. 
Houses were burned, there was fighting in the streets, and Marcellus repossessed 
his church by force: his enemies later complained thar priests of the opposing 
faction were dragged naked to the forum, Basil was ejected from the sanctuary 
and throwninto the street clutching the consecrated host, and holy virgims were 
stripped and exposed to public gaze.“ The bishops who had condemned 
Marcellus in 336 reacted quickly. The aged Eusebius of Caesarea was requested 
to make up his pen, and he wrote two books Against Marcelfus and three beoks 
of Ecclesiastical Theology to demonstrate, with copious decumentation, that 
Marcellus was an irredeemable heretic, his views by turn Sabellian and Jewish.” 
Eusebius addressed the Ecclesiastical Theology to Flacillus, the bishop of 
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Antioch: the same Council of Antioch that appointed Gregery bishop of Alex- 
andria probably also deposed Marcellus and reappointed Basil bishop of 
Ancyra# Marcellus departed into exile again. But, unlike Athanasius, he did not 
come to Rome immediately. Indeed, it seems that the exiled bishop of Ancyra 
did not arr've in Rome until the spring of 340°—a coincidence of date which 
suggests that he first went to Illyricum, perhaps to the court of Constans, and 
came to Rome only after the death of Constantinus. 

Julius soon took up the cause of Marcellus as well as that of Athanasius. He 
wrote to the eastern bishops complaining not only that Athanasius and 
Marcellus had been unjustly deposed, but also that the bishops of the East were 
causing disorder in the church by abandoning the decisions of the Council of 
Nicaea. Julius proposed, therefore, that they (or at least some of them) come to 
Rome by a stated day for a joint council of both eastern and westem bishops, 
presumably under his own presidency.” Julius’ letter was taken to Antioch by 
the priests Helpidius and Philoxenus (Apol. c. Ar. 20.1). They did not receive an 
immediate answer: on the contrary, they were compelled to wait in Antioch unt] 
January 341 (Apol. ¢. Ar. 25.3), when a council of ninety-seven bishops as- 
sembled to dedicate the great octagonal church which Constantine had begun.'* 
Constantius was present on 6 January 341 when the council dedicated the 
church (Sym. 22.2, 25.1),and he may have attended the sessions in which the 
bishops considered Julius’ complaints. Part of the groundwork for the council 
had probably been laid by Acacius, bishop of Caesarea in Palestine since the 
death of Eusebius in May 339: it seems likely that his lost Contra Marcellum 
was written in 348/1,” and hence stands in the same relationship to Marcellus* 
condemnation in 341 as Eusebius’ Against Marcellus and Ecclesiastical Theol- 
ogy to the preceding condemnation in 339. 

‘The theological deliberations of the ‘Dedication Council’ cannet be recon- 
structed.'* No ancient narrative reports their course, and in his work On the 
Councils of Ariminwn and Seleucia, Athanasius merely quotes three documents 
relevant to the council out of context to show how the Arians keep changing 
their theology. Nevertheless, despite its tendentiousness, something may be de- 
duced from Athanasius’ presenration of these three documents. His first quota- 
tion begins: 


Neither are we followers of Arius (for how, as bishops, could we foliowa 
priest?) nor have we recognised any creed beside that handed down from 
the beginning. On thecentrary, after appointing ourselves examiners and 
assessors of his creed, we admitted him to communien rather than fol- 
lowed him, as you will learn from what is said. For we have leamed frem 
the outset to believe in one God, eve. (Syz. 22.35} 


The creed which follows avoids the word ousia or any of its compounds when 


defining the relationship between God the Father and God the Son, and it ap- 
pears to take aim at Marcellus by asserting that the Son remains king and God 
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forever (Syvt, 22.5/6).5 Moreover, the briefextcact quoted by Athanasr'us ends in 
bitter sarcasm: ‘and if it needs to be added, we also believe in the resurrecton of 
the flesh and the life everlasting® (Syn. 22.7). Athanasius specifies that his quow- 
tion comes from a letter written by the council: since the passage clearly answers 
the charge that the bishops are Arians, it should come frem the council’s letter to 
Julius, The fact that Julius, in his answer to it, avoided the theological issue 
shows that he found nothing positively offensive in this credal statement, 

Athanasius’ second quotation comprises a much louger and much more ex- 
plicit creed, duly concluded with anathemas, which declares that the Son is the 
‘eomct image of the godhead, essence, will, power, and glory of the Father’ (Sy. 
23.2-10).6 The bishops at Antioch cannot have been unaware that Marcellus 
had attacked the definitr‘on of the Son in terms of the ‘image’ of the Father as 
utterly incompatible with the central Nicene proposition that he is of the same 
eusia as the Fathec'? There could be no doubt, therefore, what the reaction of 
Julius would be to such an affirmation. Eusebius of Nicomedia, who had guided 
his party within the church for many years, knew better than to send a docu- 
ment containing it to Julius, Athanasius, and Marcellus: this creed cemes from 
the synodical letter which the ‘Dedication Council’ circulated toeasten bishops, 
a majority of whom were sympathetic to its theology. 

Athanasius also quotes a creed submu'tted to the council by Theophronius of 
‘Tyana, which styles the Son ‘perfect God of perfect God and existing alongside 
God in substance (hypestasis),’ and which ends with an anathema on anyone 
who shares the views of Marcellus, Sabellius, or Paul of Samosata (Sy. 24.2-5). 
It may be inferred that Theophronius had himself been suspected of sharing the 
views of Marcellus and that he submu'tted this creed in order to prove his ortho- 
doxy in the eyes of the council.!* When Athanasius says that ‘they all subscribed 
to it after accepting the fellow’s creed’ (Syn. 24.1), he is being grossly tenden- 
tious: the rest of the bishops accepted Theophronius’ creed as proof of his ortho- 
doxy without in any sense adepwing it as an authoritat've statement of correct 
doctrine.” 

More is known about the council’s actions relating to Athanasius and 
Marcellus, since Sozomenus provides a summary of the letter which the council 
sent to Julius,?? and Julius’ reply survives entire (Apol. c Ar. 21-35). The letter 
of the Council of Anioch to Julius was presumably the work of Eusebius of 
Nicomedia. It was stylishly weirten but with legalistic arguments, both ironical 
and threatening towards the bishop of Rome. The bishops at Antioch rejected 
Julius’ suggestion of a joint couitcil. The bishop of Rome ‘unleed enjoyed prestige 
and honer as the occupant of'an ancient see founded by the apostles. But Julius’ 
proposal was presumptuous, based on the accident of Rome’s political impor- 
tance (25.2), not on che meriss of the case or on ecclesiastical practise, according 
to which the western church ought to accept the verdict of the eastern church in 
its internal matters and vice versa, just as had happened in the past with Paul of 
Samosata and Novatian (25.1). Moreover, the day named was impossibly early, 
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especially since the Persian war required eastern bishops to stay in their endan- 
gered provinces (25.3/4), Julius’ harboring of Marcellus and Athanasius violated 
the basic principle of canon law that the divinely inspired decision of a chutch 
council could not be overturned by a subsequent council (22.1, 22.6, 29.3). 
Julius, therefere, was setu’ng a council at nought and fanning the flames of dis- 
cord in the church (25,1, 34.1): he must either withdraw from communion with 
Marcellus and Athanasius (whose crimes the letter reiterated) or himself forfeit 
communron with and recognition by the eastern church (34,3-5}. 

‘The priests Helpidius and Philoxenus had been compelled to remain in 
Antioch until January 341, They then took to Rome the letter of the council to 
Jofius (21.2). Julius had already prepared his riposte. A council of fifty bishops 
from Italy and perhaps from western provinces ouside Italy met on the date 
proposed for the joint council and endorsed a letter of rebuttal which Julius had 
prepared?! The letter, duly taken to the east by the comes Gabianus (20.3), was 
addressed to ‘Dianius, Flacillus, Narcissus, Eusebius, Maris, Macedonius, 
Theodorus,” and those who with them have written to us from Antioch.’ It es- 
sayed a full defense of Marcellus and Athanasius—whose viewpoint it faithfully 
reproduces almost throughour.?* 

Julius begins with a complaint about the tone of the letter which he has re~ 
ceived {21.2-5)—a topic to which he reverts throughout his own letter. It was 
disputat’ous and unfriendly, itsulting even when it purported to compliment. 
Julius deals first with the propriety of holding another councif to reconsider the 
‘charges against Athanasius and Marcellus. Such a procedure, he fallaciously 
claims, was sanctioned long before by the Council of Nicaea (22,2). More re~ 
cently, when the priest Macarius and the deacons Martyrius and Hesychius 
came from the Council of Ant’och in 338 and were confronted by priests from 
Alexandria who contested sheir assertions, they agreed that Julius should con- 
vene a council so that a just decision might be reached in the presence of al the 
eastern bishops ought to come to Rome as their trusted envoys had agreed was 
right and proper (22.3~S). Furthetmore, the charge that Julius was dishonoring 
a council of bishops was one of which the eastern bishops were far more guilty 
than he. The Arians were condemned by three hundred bishops at Nicaea—a 
verdict which the eastern bishops have now dishonored and set aside (22.2, 
23.1), Fer as bishop of Alexandria they appointed one Pistus, who was trebly 
disqualified: he had been excommunicated both by AJexander of Alexandria 
and by the Council of Nicaea, and he had been ordained to the priesthood by 
Secundus of Ptolemais, who had himself been excommunicated at Nicaea 
(24.1-4). If ‘the decisions of councils must be regarded as valid,’ as the recipients 
of the letter had stared (22.6), then it was wrong for a mere handful of bishops 
to overtuen the decision of the great counell of three hundred bishops from 
everywhere, wrong chat those whom the whole world had proscribed and 
rejected as heretics should now be received back into communion (23.1~3). 

Julius’ complaints about the synodical letter from Anu‘och occupy more 
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than a third of his own letter {21.2-26.3). The rest justifies his receptton of 
Athanasius and Marcellus into communion. He considers their cases separately. 
About Athanasius, he has received discordant reports: the synodical letters from 
Eusebius and his allies in 338 and 341 frequently contradict each other, while a 
letter of many bishops from Egypt and elsewhere (chat is, the letter of the Ceun- 
cil of Alexandria in 338) states that all the accusati'ons aga’mst Athanasius are 
false (27.1/2). On the basis of the evidence at his disposal, Julius dismisses the 
charges against Athanasius. 

Julius has (he states) carefully examined the /yponinemata of the commis- 
sion of enquity which visived the Mareotis in 335 (brought to Rome by 
Martyrius and Hesychrus in 338). He pronounces in favor of Athanastus’ pro- 
tests that the commission acted unfairly, illegally, and with patent bias. The ac- 
cuser Ischyras was in the Marcotis, but not Athanasius or Macarius (27.4). 
Julius appeals to the letter of Alewunder of Thessalonica, Athanasius’ letter to 
the cemes Dionysius, and the declaration written in Ischyras’ own hand in 
which he unreservedly withdrew his accusations (all supplied by Athanasius), 
and he appeals to the priests and deacens who accompanred Arhanasius to 
Rome (28.1-3). But the bypommemata themselves provide Julius’ central argn- 
ment. Athanasius has shown from the documentary record that there was one 
catechumen ‘in a small cell’ wih Ischyras when Macarius conunitted the alleged 
offense, shat ‘Ischyras was then lying ill behind the door.’ Consequently Ischyras 
cannot possibly have been standing and celebrating the euchar'st. Further, 
Tschyras was not a priest, since his name does not appear in the list of Melisian 
clergy submitted to Alexander (28,4--7). Julius, therefore, is justified in refusing 
to condemn Athanasius: he regards him as still a bishop; indeed, he invited him 
to come to Rome (29.1/2) and propesed that an impartial council be held to 
consider his case (30.1). ‘Those who have ‘acted against the canons’ of the 
church are those who sent Gregory from Antioch to Alexandria, a distance of 
thiny-six mansienes on the cursus publicus,” and installed a foreigner as bishop 
of Alexandria by military force (29.3). Julius waxes eloquent on the atrocities 
commiteed by Gregory in Alexandria, predictably echoing and apparently copy- 
ing Athanasius’ own account in the Encyclical Letter (30). 

As for Matcellus, Julius explains that he had, at his request, submitted a 
staternent ef his beliefs in the form of a letter to the bishop of Rome (32-1). In 
this statement, which is preserved by Epiphanius,?" Marcellus declared that he 
was writing to clear himself of the imputation of heresy brought by some of 
those whem he himself had convicted of that charge at the Council of Nicaea. 
Since his adversaries refused co come to Rome, even though Julius had sent 
prtests w them and Marcellus himself had waited a year and three months in 
Rome, he was submitting a ssatemem of his theological beliefs to Julius, written 
in his own hand, in order to expose the falsity of the charges against him. 
Marcellus accuses his enemies of dividing the Father and the Son, as a logical 
consequence of which they must either suppose the existence of ewe Gods or else 
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telegave God the Son to the non-divine created orders. Marcellus protests that 
he, in contrast, respects holy scripture and believes in one God and his only- 
begotten Son, Jesus Christ, the indivisible power of God. ‘I believe, therefore; 
Marcellus continues—and quotes in its entirety what seems to be the traditional 
baptismal creed of the church of Rome.” He concludes by asking Julius to for 
ward a copy of hie letter when he writes to the eastern bishops. When he wrote 
in the name of the Council of Rome, Julius duly appealed to Marcellus’ submis- 
sion as proof that he was as orthodox in 341 as he had shown himself to be in 
325 (32.2-4). Why should he refuse to communicate with such a man? 

Julius accuses the eastern bishops of creating schism (32.4). Other bishops 
besides Athanastus and Marcellus have been unjustly expelled from their sees 
and are in Rome, while many Egyptian bishops have been prevented from com- 
ing to the Roman council (33.1). In Alexandria and Ancyra, violence and op- 
pression have followed the expulston of Athanasius and Marcellus: bishops are 
berng beaten and imprisoned, some have been forced to perform burdensome 
civic liturgies, others exiled solely for their refusal to communicate with Gregory 
and his Arians (33.2/3). Julius is distressed at the sufferings of his brothers in 
Christ, and his proposal for a joint council was designed to ‘set right and heal” 
an unfortunate situation (33.4), He expresses the hope thatthe majority of the 
eastern bishops will disown the petty hatreds of the small cabal who have caused 
the present dissension, and cease from strife. Julius reiterates his proposal for a 
general council where the issues can be settled with everyone present.>°The cases 
of Marcellus and Athanasius involve a see feunded by the apostle Paul and a see 
with which bishops of Rome have traditionally had close ties. Nor are they the 
only bishops who have been deposed: other bishops and priests from different 
places have arrived in Rome with very similar tales of woe. Julius accordingly 
calls upon the eastern bishops to put an end to the persecution of bishops and 
priests, and to allow the churches to recover their bishops so that they may re- 
joice in the Lord always (34/5). 

Julius was writing in the summer of 341. The exiled bishops recently arrived 
in Rome had presumably been deposed either by the ‘Dedication Council’ itself 
in January 341 of, as seems more probable, by the earlier Council of Antioch in 
338/9 which had deposed Athanasius. The exiles came (Julius specifies) from 
Thrace, from Syria Coele, from Phoenice and Palestine (33.1)—to be pracise, 
Lucius of Adrianople {in the province of Thracia), Cyrus of Beroea and 
Euphration of Balaneae (in Syria Coele), Hellanicus of Tripolis (in Phoen‘ce), 
Asclepas of Gaza (tn Palestine}, and perhaps others.” 

Complete obscurity envelops the effect of Julius’ letter on the fortunes of 
Athanasius and Marcellus. That cannot be accidental. When he came to write 
his Defense against the Arians and History of the Arians, Athanasius no longer 
had any desire or inclination to explain how Constans was persuaded to inver- 
vene on his behalf, or how his cause was asseciated for some years with that of 
the bishop of Ancyra, whom he later abandoned in order to obtan permission 
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to return from exile? Marcellus simply disappears from view until the Council 
of Serdica in 343. In his letter to Julius, which he presumably composed in the 
summer of 341, Marcellus declared that he was about to leave Rome. He did 
not disclose his intended destination. It may have been the court of Constans, 
and Marcellus may have approached the western emperor in person with a re- 
quest to intervene on his own behalf and on behalf of other exiles. However, 
antother full year elapsed before Constans took up the cause of Athanasius, and 
he did so only when another exile with greater politcal influence arrived at his 
court. In 342 the fortunes of Athanasius became linked clesely to those of Paul 
of Constantinople. 


VII 


THE INTERVENTION 
OF CONSTANS 


ATHANASIUS FINALLY RETURNED TO EGYPT IN 346 AS A RESULT OF 
political pressure from Constans, who threatened his brother with war unless he 
agreed to the return of the bishop of Alexandria and other eastern bishops in 
exile in the West? When Constans was killed early in 350, Athanasius lost his 
intpetial protecter, and, when the Council of Sirmium condemned him in 351, 
the charges included high treason? Ik was alleged, with a certain pritna facie 
plausibility, that during his exile Athanasius had fomented enmity between 
the two Augusti. Ir is a matter of some histor ical importance, therefore, to dis- 
cover precisely what dealings Athanasius had with the emperor who ruled the 
western empire from 340 to 349. On the other hand, it is not at all easy to un- 
ravel the facts, since the only ancient writer who gives anything remotely resein- 
bling a complete account of any aspect of these dealings is Athanasius hinself, 
Consequently, it will be worthwhile to set out the relevant evidence and the de- 
ductions which can be elicited from it systemarically rather than chronologically. 

The Defense before Constantius has the ferm of a speech to be delivered to 
the emperor in person. Even though Athanasius neither delivered it before 
Constantius nor ever imended to do so, he wrote the original version of the 
speech (which comprises the first eighteen chapters of modern edit'ons, apart 
from a couple of later additions) with the emperor in mind throughout as the 
primary audience whom he needed to convince, and it seems that he sent it to 
him in the summer of 353.’ Athanasius composed his defense against the charge 
that he had turned Constans against the eastern emperor with a careful regard 
for what Constantius knew about his dealings with his brother That severely 
circumscribed his ability to mistepresent facts which were (or might be) kaown 
to Constantius, What therefore does the original Defense before Constantius of 
353 reveal about Athanasius’ dealings with Constans? 
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Four chapters of the Defense before Constantius {in the division of the text de- 
vised by medern editors) deal with the charge that Athanasius caused enmity 
berween ‘the most pious Augustus of blessed and eternal memory’ and his 
brother (2-5), The first of these comprises a captatie benevolentiae: although 
the falsity of the ecclesiastical charges made by Athanasius" accusers, already 
proven in the Defense against the Arians to be malicious inventions (1.1-4), 
means that the charge cannot be taken seriously, Constantius has shown that he 
possesses the imperial virtue of patience by giving Athanasius the opportunity to 
reply and set ferth the truth (2). And the last of the four chapters devoted to the 
charge concludes the refutation with an a priori argument based on the inter- 
views which Constanaius has been gracious to grant Athanasius: if he did not 
complain to Constanaius about his enemies when he had every reason to doso, it 
is plainly ridiculous to imagine that he ever slandered him to his brother 
Constans (5). The two intervening chapters present and deal with Athanasius? 
interviews with Constans. 

Athanasius was not deeply imbued with traditional Greek rhetorical cutture, 
and never shows any familiarity with the traditional literaty genres except phi- 
losophy.$ Hence neither the structure of the original Defense before Constantius 
of 353 nor ‘tsindividual parts correspond to the precepss of generations of theo- 
rists which underlie the structure of so many works by fourth-cemury Christian 
writers.* Athanasius’ account of his dealings with Consvans cannot be called a 
narratie in the technical sense in which that term is used by ancient rhetorical 
handbooks, Where theorists prescribed an initial narratio of the facts of tbe case 
(usually brief), followed by an ample elaborat‘on of arguments based upon 
them,’ Athanasius throughout combines and interlaces narrative and argument. 

Despite his lack of literary polish, Athanasius’ native intelligence and famil- 
iarity with the world made him capable of ferceful pleading on his own behalf. 
He chose a spscific logical structure for this section of his speech. He first dis- 
cusses his audiences with the dead emperor geographically in order to prove that 
he never saw him alone—and hence never had the eppertunity to slander 
Constantius privately. ‘Then he reviews his dealings with Constans, including 
written communications, in chronological order to prove that he saw him only 
when summoned to court, never on his own initiative or at his own request, 
Hence if histor‘cal deductions are to be teased out of these chapters, what 
Athanasius says about where he had audiences with Constantius must ke 
analysed separately from what he says about their dates and occasions. 

Athanasius sets a somewhat strident tone for his expesition: 


I truly blush with shame to defend myself against such charges, which I 
chink thar not even my accuser himself will repeat in my presence. For he 
knows perfectly well both that he hiunself is lying and that Ineither went 
mad nor took leave of my senses even s0 far as to expose myself to the 
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suspicion of having let any such thing enter my mind. For this reason 1 
would not have replied to any others who asked me in case my listetters 
might suspend their judgment, if only for the duration of my speech of 
defense. But to your piety I defend myself in a clear and loud voice, and 
swetching out my hand, as I have learned from the apostle, ‘I call on God 
asmy witness and stake my life on it’ (2 Corinth’ians 1.23}. As itis written 
in the histories of the kings [of Israel], ‘the Lord is my wimess, and his 
Christ is my witness’ (1 Samuel 12.5). (Permit me too to utter these 
words) I never on any occasion spoke ill of your piety before your 
brother Constans of blessed memory, the most pious Augustus. (3.13) 


He then proceeds to develop an argument designed to prove that he must be in- 
nocent of the charge because he never saw or conversed with the emperor 
Constans alone: 


I did not incise him, as my accusers falsely allege, @n the contrary, when- 
ever Ientered his presence, he himself spoke of your generosity—and he 
spoke of it even when the embassy of Thalassus came to Poetovio while I 
was in Aquileia. The Lord is my witness how I kept recalling your piety 
and kept saytng what 1 wish God may reveal to your soul, so that you 
may condemn the calumny of those who are slandering me before you! 
Bear with me as I say this, mest generous Augustus, and freely grant me 
your indulgence. For that lover of Christ was not so light-minded nor was 
Tof such a character that we could discuss such matters between us, that 
I could slander brother to brother or speak ill of an emperor before an 
emperor. J am not mad, emperor, nor have I forgotten the divine utterance 
which says: ‘Do not curse the king in your thoughws, and do not curse a 
rich man in the secrecy of your bedckamber; for a bird of the air will 
carry away your utterance and a winged messenger will report your 
words’ (Ecclesiastes 10.20). 

Ifeven what is said in privateagainst you who are kings [and emperors] 
is not concealed, ir is surely incredible chat I should have spoken age'inst 
you in the presence of an emperor and with so many in attendance. For I 
never went alone to see your brother, nor did he ever converse with me 
alone. I always entered his presence with the bishop of the city where I 
was and other bishops who happened to be there: we saw him together 
and we departed again together. On this matrer Fortunatianus, the bishop 
of Aquileia,can bear witness, and Father Ossius iscapableof speaking, as 
are Crispinus, the bishop of Patavium; Lucillus of Verena; Dionysius of 
Elis;? and Vincentius, the Campanian bishop." And since Maximinus of 
Trier and Protasius of Milan have died, Eugenius too who was magister 
can bear witness. For he stood before the veil and heard the requests I 
made of Constans and what he gract ously said to me. (3.3-7} 
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‘What Athanasius says about the places where he had an audience seems clear 
enough. He was always accompanied by the bishop of the city where the audi- 
ence occurred and other bishops who happened to be on hand. And his exposi- 
tionis scructured on the assumption that the audiences occurred in the three cit- 
ies of Aquileia, Trier, and Milan. For his audience or audiences in Aquileia, 
Athanasius can produce a bevy of wimesses: not only Fortunatianus, the bishop 
of thecity (who is attested as bishopof Aquileia from 343 to 357}, but also the 
bishops Ossius, Lucillus, Dionysius, and Vincentius, For the audiences in Toner 
and Milan, the testimony available was not so direct and impressive, since 
Maxinunus and Protasius, who were the bishops of these cities in the early 340s, 
had both died several years before 353.” Athanasius appeals, therefore, 10 
Eugenius, who was either magister officiorum or magister admissionum at the 
relevant times—and clearly, in Athanasius’ opinion, still alive when he com- 
posed the original Defense before Constantius in 353. Eugenius’ political influ- 
ence is also known from Libanius, who complained to Julian in 362 that the tiny 
Eugenius became great under Constans and usedhis power to seize the estates of 
Aristophanes of Corinth."* 

One other matter in the passage quoted requires comment before proceeding 
further. Who was Thalassus, and why did he come to Poetovio? The first ques- 
tion is easy to answer. Thalassus in Athanasius’ speech and the Thalassus whom 
Zosiemus names as an envoy sent by Constantius to Magnentius in the summer 
of 351 are obviously the same man as the Thalassius who is well attested as the 
praetorian prefect charged with administering the East under the titular author- 
ity of the inexperienced Caesar Gallus." Thalassius died during the winter of 
353/4, but when Athanasius originally wrote this passage, he was alive and the 
de facto ruler of the eastern provinces including Egypt. It & not so immediately 
obvious why Thalassius caine to Poerovio while Athanasius was in Aquileia. But 
there a plausible historical context in the winter of 344/5 which will explain 
why Athanasius mentions him here: it was (it seems) in answer to the embassy of 
‘Thalassius that Constans threatened his brother with war if he did not agree to 
the restoration of Athanasius and Paul of Constaminople.** For the present, it 
will suffice to observe that, while Athanasius implies that Constans received the 
embassy of Thalassiuis at Poetovio, he states categorically that he himself was in 
Aquileia at the time—where itis known that he resided during the spring of 345, 
(15.4; Index 17). 

Although itis established that Athanasius had audiences with Constans only 
im the three cities of Aquileia, Tries, and Milan, the passage of the Defense before 
Constantius analysed so far reveals nothing whatever about the number of inter- 
views, either in total or in each city, and very fittle about their dates and occa- 
sions. To discover how many audiences there were and when they occurred, i is 
necessary to turn {0 the continuation of the passage already quoted, which is 
evasive and slippery in the extreme: 
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Although this is sufficient for proof, permit me nonetheless to set out an 
account of my travels, so that from these facts ¢e0 you may condemn 
those who baselessly slander me. 

Afser departing from Alexandria, I did net go to the court of your 
brother, nor to any others, only to Rome. Entrusting my cause to the 
church (for] wasconcerned fet this alone), 1 spent my time in public wer- 
ship, I did not write to your brother except [on the occasions] when the 
Eusebians wrote to him aga'mst me and I was compelled to defend myself 
while I was still in Alexandria, and when, at his command that prepare 
copies of the holy scriptures, I produced and sent them. [I say this be- 
cause] in my defense I must tell the truth to your piety. So, after three 
years had passed, in the fourth year!” he wrete ordering me to present 
myself before him. (He was then in Milan.) When I enquired inte the rea- 
sen (for I did not know, the Lord is my witness), | learned that certain 
bishops had gone to court and requested him to write to your piety so 
that a council might be held, Believe me, emperor, it happened like this; 1 
am not lying. Sol went down to Milan and experienced great generosity; 
for he graciously saw me and said that he had written and sent to you 
asking for a council to be held.** 

I was still residing in the aforementioned city when he sent for me again 
{to come] to Gaul, since Father Ossius was going there too, so that the 
two of us could seavel [together] from there to Serdi‘ca, After she council, 
he wrote to me while I was residing in Naissus, and after going up to 
Aquileia I then remained there {unw!] the letters of your piety reached me 
there. And after being summoned again from there by your departed 
brother, I went to his court in Gaul and so came to your piety. (3.8-4.5) 


This long passage proceeds in chronologieal order except for the digression 
on Athanasius’ written correspondence with Constans. Athanasius returns to 
his main argument with the assertion that he had no dealings with Consrans for 
three full years: the logic of the passage entails that he must mean three full cal- 
endar years from his arrival in Rome (or at least from his departure from Alex- 
andria), not three years from his correspondence with Constans in 338." In the 
fourth year of his exile, that is, no earlier than the summer of 342, Athanasius 
was summoned by Constans to Milan, because ‘certain bishops’ had already 
persuaded him to write to Constantius proposing, or demanding, a council of 
both eastern and western bishops (4.3). Who were these ‘certain bishops’? The 
plural could, as in the preceding reference to the emperor Constant'nus as 
anonymous ‘others,’ designate a single individual, But, whether Athanasius in 
fact intended to refer te one or more bishops hete, an easy identification of the 
date and occasion offers itself. For it was during the year 342 that Paul of 
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Constantinople arrived at the conrt of Consvans in Trier, and the western em- 
peror decided to take up the cause of all the exiled eastern bishops. 


Eusebius of Nicomedia, who had orcbestrated the campaign aga mst Athanasius 
and his allies as bishop of Constantinople since c. October 337, died before he 
received (or at least before he was able to answer) the conciliar letser which 
Julius sent from Rome en behalf of Athanasius and Marcellus in the late spring 
or summer of 341. Paul, whom Eusebius had replaced in 337, thereupon at- 
tempted to recever his see. He left his place of exile in Pentus and returned to 
Constantrnople, At the same time, the Christians of the city oppssed to Paul 
elected Macedonius as'bishop. News of this reached Constantius while he was 
wintering in Antioch, He ordered the magister mtilitur Hermogenes, who was 
perhaps already on his way to take up an appointment in Thrace, to expel Paul 
from Constantinople, When Hermogenes arrived in the city and tried to carry 
out the emperor’s orders, a mob burned the house where he was lodging, 
dragged him out, and lynched him. Constantius himself then came post-haste 
across Asia Minor in the depths of winter: he ejected Paul and punished the city 
by halving its supply of free grain. When he returned to Antioch, he left 
Macedonius as bishop of the city.2" 

The riot in which Hermogenes perished belorgs to the beginning of 342.72 
Expelled from Constantinople, Paul betook himself to Trie, whose bishop 
Maximinus had already shown his goodwill and political support. That is made 
clear by the complaints voiced against Maximinus by the eastern bishops at the 
Council of Serdica in 343; 


He refused to receive our episcopal colleagues whom we had sent to 
Gaul; he was the first to communicate with the wicked and reckless Paul 
of Constantinople; and he was himself the cause of such a disaster be- 
cause Paul was recalled to Constaminople, on whose account many mur- 
ders were committed. He himself was the cause of so many murders, who 
invited Paul, who had earlier been condemned, to return to 
Constantinople.” 


There appear to be three distinct charges made here against Maximinus, which 
should be considered in chronological order, since the eastern bishops appear to 
conflate three separate episodes for rhetorical effect. First, Maximinus was the 
first to recognise Paul as bishop of Constantinople. If the word ‘first’ is to have 
real content, then this charge must relate to Paul’s first tenure of the see of 
Constantinople in 337. Paul must have written to Trier immediately after his 
election—doubtless with the encouragement and perhaps at the instigation of 
Athanasius. Second, Maximinus caused slaughter in Constantinople by sum- 
mening Paul to the city in the winter of 341/2. And third, Maximinus refused to 
communicate with the bishops Natc’issus of Neronias, Theoderus of Heraclea, 
Maris of Chalcedon, and Marcus of Arethusa when they went to Constans at 
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‘Trier. Socrates plausibly states that these bishops went to Gaul after Constans 
had written to Constantius demanding that a delegation of three bishops be sent 
to jnsnfy to him the deposition of Paul and Athanasius.‘ The approximate date 
of the embassy is fixed as 342 by the creed which the four bishops brought with 
them and which both Athanasius (Sy, 25.2—5) and Socrates quote. The pre- 
cise date can hardly be earlier than the auramn of 342, since time must be al- 
lowed for Paul to reach Trier, for Constans to write and Constantius to react, 
and for the delegation to travel from Antioch to Gaul. Constans’ presence in 
Trier is not in fact explicitly attested during the summer of 342, but the eity was 
one of his normal residences, and it seems that during this summer he settled 
Franci in Toxandria at the mouth of the Rhine—which implies that he passed 
through Trier both before and afterward.”* 

In 359 Athanasius alluded to the embassy of the four bishops in a typically 
cryptic fashion, The Arians (he proclaimed) showed their vacillating inconsis- 
tency by composing another creed only a few months after the ‘Bedication 
Council’: they sent it to Gaul with Narcissus, Maris, Theodorus, and Marcus, 
who presented jt to Constans and everyone there ‘as if sent from a council’ (Syn. 
25.1). Athanasius’ chronology is vague and mislead ing: the ‘few months’ are not 
a couple of months (as an unwary reader might suppose), but about a year anda 
half (from January 341 to the summer of 342), Nevertheless, Athanasius' ri 
cule documenss two important facts about the embassy of the four bishops. It 
was sent by a council of bishops (which presumably met at Antioch), and it was 
sent to Constans as well as to Maximinus and other bishops (‘all those there’). 
Furthermore, Athanasius quotes the creed which the four bishops took to Gaul. 
It makes an obvious attempt to parry the objections of Marcellus and the hike to 
previous creeds of Antiochenecouncils: although the statement of beliefs avo'ids 
the crucial term ousia, the anathemas reject as heretical the idea that the Son is 
‘of different substance (hypostasis) and not of God’ (Sys. 25.2-5)27 

The reception, fate, and sequel of the embassy of the four eastern bishops to 
Trier are all alike unknown. Late in 342, however, Constans summoned 
Athanasius to an audience in Milan. Paul and Maxinvinns of Trier had exer: 
cised ef fective persuasion. The western emperor had become the champion of ail 
the eastern bishops who were in exile in the west, convinced that their deposi- 
tion imperiled Christian orthodoxy. Constans wrote again to his brother, pre- 
sumably in the winter of 342/3, insisting on a joimt counail of eastern and west- 
ern bishops (Apol. ad Const. 4.4). Constantius acceded reluctantly 0 his 
demands, and a day was at last set for the bishops of both brothers’ domarns to 
meet at Serdica, close to the border between them. Athanasius no longer stood 
alone: his cause enjoyed the firm support of the western emperor, it was joined 
to that of other bishops, and he had convinced both the western emperor and 
most western bishops that his cause was indeed the cause of orthodoxy. 


In thisconvext it will be appropriate to look forward to the other three audiences 
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with Constans which Athanasius records. The emperor's movements establish 
their approximate dares.” Shortly after the first audience in Milan late in 342, 
Constanscrossed the Alps into Gaul, sped north-west, and reached Boulogne by 
25 January, whence he made a famous winter crossing of the English Channel.?* 
The second audience was in Trier, when Constans mterviewed Athanasius and 
Ossius together befere they set off for the Council of Serdica. The emperor’s 
presence in Trier is certified on 30 June 343," but the interview probably oc- 
curred some weeks later. 

In his chronological survey Athanasius does not explicidly mention the third 
audience—precisely because it was the embarrassing ene, the audience after 
which Constans threatened his brother with war. But his statement that ‘afser 
going up to Aquitlia I then rema‘ned there’ (Apol. ad Const. 4.5) can be corn 
bined with his earlier admission that he had an audience at Aquileia (3.7) and 
his later disclosure of the fact that both he and Constans were in Aquileia at an 
Easter (15.4) to date the third mterview to the early months of 345, a year in 
which Easter fell on 7 Aptil (Index 17). 

The final interview occurced in Trier after Athanasius received a letter from 
Constantius permitting him to return to Alexandria. Since the emperor’s letter 
was written from Edessa (Apol. c. Ar: $1.6} no earlier than the summer of 345, 
while Athanasius reentered Alexandria on 21 October 346 (Hist. ac. 1.1; Index 
18),the date must fall between the end of summer 345 and the middle of the fol- 
lowing yeas, But the evidence of the Theodosian Code appears to indicate that 
Constans was at Sirmi'um in Pannaria on 5 March 346 and at Caesena in north 
Italy on 23 May2® Hence, if Athanasius needed to travel to Trier to see 
Constans, the audience presumably occurred in the autumn of 345 or, at the lat- 
est, during the winter of 345/6. 

To conclude this citapter based principally on what Athanasius says about 
his audiences with Constans in the Defense before Constantius, it may be help- 
ful to set out in schematic form the dates and places which have been deduced 
from what he says separately about the places where they occurred and their 
sequence: 


342, autumn Milan 
343, , July/August Trier 
345, late winter/spring Aquileia 
345, autumn Trier 
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CONSTANS FIRST WROTE TO CONSTANTIUS REQUESTING A COUNCIL IN 
the spring or early summer of 342. When the Council of Serdica met in the late 
summer of 343, virtually eighteen months had passed—a period which corre- 
sponds closely to the one year and six months which Socrates reports as initer- 
vening between the summoning and the meesing of the council, The council 
confronted a controversial agenda, and East and West regarded the problems it 
was to discuss from tetelly different perspect''ves. The western bishops (as they 
later declared} saw three central tasks before them: to rescue holy faith and pure 
truth from those who had violated them; to decide whether the bishops depesed 
in the East since 337 had beer justly or unjustly condemned; and to enquire into 
charges that in the East churches had been desecrated and clergy maltreated, tor- 
tured, even killed for support ing thecause of right.’ The eastern bishops predict- 
ably took a different view—and showed extreme reluctance to attend a council 
which they were well aware was taking place at the insistence of the western 
emperor. 

Constans had summoned Athanasius, who was still in Italy, to come to Gaul, 
so that he and Ossius might travel together to Serdica.‘ In the summer of 343 
Athanasius duly came to the imperial court at Trier, then set out with Ossius for 
Serdica with the emperor's blessing (Ajpol. ad Censt. 4.4). The bishop of Alexan- 
dria and the bishop of Corduba were accompanied by their allies and other ex- 
iled eastern bishops, including Paul of Constantinople. Further, despite 
Athanasius’ assertion to the contrary on a later occasion (Hist. Ar, 15.3), it 
should probably be assumed that both a general and a high civilian official ac- 
companied them if only to secure supplies and safe transport far the wesrern 
bishops. However, any officials who may have escerted the bishops faded dis- 
creetly into the background before they reached Serdica. For it was clearly in- 
tended that the western bishops should present themselves, in contrast to the 
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eastern contingent, as independent ef the secular authority, and their choice of 
dispersed lodgings in Serdica appears to have reflected this difference.* 

The eastern bishops came slowly and reluctantly. The’ leaders, Theodorus 
ofHeraclea, Narcissus ofNerom'ias, Stephanus of Antioch, Acacius of Caesarea, 
Menopbantus of Ephesus, Ursacius of Singidunum, and Valens of Mursa 
(George of Laodicea did not come), made sure that their party had an agreed 
position, They assembled in the East, even though Ursacius and Valens occupied 
sees in provinces belonging to Constans, and they held preliminary synods in 
several cities to concert policy.’ Finally, the eastern bishops reached 
Philippopolis, the most westerly large city in Constantius’ domains along the 
great highway which led from Constantinople to northern Italy. Here they as- 
sembled in the autumn of 343 under the watchful eyes of three trusted servants 
of Constantius. the military comes Strategius Musonianus, the castrensis 
Hesychius, and the eomes Philagrius, who, as prefect of Egypt in 339, had in~ 
stalled Gregory as bishop of Alexandria (Hist. Ar, 15.3; Index 15). Philagrius (it 
is plausibly alleged) kid down the tactics which the eastern bishops should 
adopt: they were to insist that the bishops whose cases were to be reviewed 
should not sit as members of the council untiltheir status was resolved. 

Neither group of bishops conswtuted a completely solid bloc. Despite the 
close supervision of Philagrius, two eastern bishops, Arius from Palestine and 
Asterius from Arabia, bolted from the palace in Serdica, where the eastern bish- 
ops were housed, allegedly under close supervision, in order to discuss matters 
with their western colleagues,” Moreover, the eastemers suffered from numerical 
inferiority, In all, approximately one hundred and seventy bishops attended the 
council (Hist. Ar. 15.3}, but out of this total the eastern contingent accounted for 
only seventy-six,!° whereas there were more than ninety western bishops present 
at Serdica, not includiag the exiles (seme of whom subscn’bed the western syn- 
odical lerter):!" atany church council, where the minority was expected to assent 
to the will of the majority or face excommunication, that was a fatal weakness, 
unless waverers could be detached from the party of Athanasius. The eastern 
bishops knew of trouble enough in certain western churches, for after the coun- 
cil they included among the addressees of their synodical letter Donatus, the 
Donatist bishop of Carthage; the schismatic bishop of Salonae in Dalmatia 
(whose name is not known); three Campanian bishops, Fortunatus in Naples, 
Desiden'us, and Eutychius; and che clergy of the church of Ariminum.” At 
Serdica itwelf, however, neither schism in Africa nor dissidence in Italy dented the 
unanimity of the westem bishops. And they possessed an inest'miable moral and 
polim'cal advantage: humble adherents of Paul and Athanasius (and perhaps of 
Marcellus) had made their way to Serdica, a reminder and threat of violence.” 
The council ran its stormy and predicmble course. 

The eastern bishops took their stand on the principle invoked in their letter 
from Philippopolis, and steadfastly refused to sit as members of a council which 
included Athanasius and the other exiles.‘ The western bishops had already 
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written to reject this argument: they could not now break off communion with 
bishops whom they recognised and who were both present and ready to submit 
to an investigation of the charges against them, which they were confident of 
being able to disprove.’ Ossius, who was to preside at the council, either by vir- 
tue of seniority (he had been a bishop fer nearly fifty years) or because the em- 
perors had named him (or both), craftily propesed an apparentcompromise. He 
invited the enemies of Athanasius to come to the church where he was lodging in 
order to present their compla’uts to him privately. If they did so, they could be 
confident that he would render a just decision on the merits of the case: if 
Athanasius was shown to be guilty, he would be expelled from communion by 
‘Ossius; if he was found innocent, and his enemies still refused te accept hima, 
then Ossius would urge him to return to Spain with him (Hist. Ar, 44.2/3). The 
eastern bishops were not taken in. The verdict of Ossiue deliberating alone and 
privately was just as predictable as that of the western bishops sitting in formal 
conclave. The eastern bishops made a counrer-proposal (if they had not made it 
already). Five of the six members of the commission which went to the Mareoris 
in 335 were till alive and present: they prepesed that they and an equal number 
of westem bishops go again to the scene of Athanasius’ alleged crimes to estab- 
lish the truth definitively. Ossius, Protogenes, and the rest in turn declined this 
offer'* 

The two parties at Serdica never met together asa single ceuncil, Many days 
passed, and the ecclesiastical wrangling centinued.” Suddenly the political situa- 
tion changed, A letter arrived from Constantius announcing a victory over the 
Persians. It provided both motivation and an excuse for the easter bishops. 
They abruptly left Serdica and returned to Philippopolis,sending a lame apology 
through Eustathius, a priest of the Serdican church (Hist. At 16.2/3), Before 
they departed, however, they excommunicated their principal opponents and 
addressed a Jong synodical letter, duly subscribed by more than seventy bishops, 
to Gregory of Alexandria, Amphion of Nicomedia, named dissidents in the 
West, and ‘all our fellow priests throughout the world, priests, deacons, and all 
who are bishops under heaven in the holy catholic church.”* 

The bulk of the letter consists of explicit and abusive denunciations of 
Marcellus of Ancyta, Athanasius of Alexandria, Paul of Constantinople (this 
section, unfortunately, is almost entirely fost in a lacuna), Asclepas of Gaza, 
Lucius of Adrianople, and their western friends Ossius, Protogenes of Serdica, 
Maximinusof Tries, Gaudenti'us of Naissus, and their ringleader Juliusof Rome, 
who first {they complain) opened the door of contmunion to the eastern crimi- 
nals and boldly defended Athanasius without listening to his accusezs and the 
witnesses aga‘unst him. The letter is a well stocked and irreplaceable repository of 
allustons to episodes and alliances about which writers favorable to those de- 
nounced chose to remain silent. 

Befote he welcomed them into communion, Piotogenes had attended and 
accepted the decisions of councils of bishops which condemned Marcellus and 


73 


THE COUNCIL OF SERDICA 


Paul—the fonner on no fewer than feur occasions.’ The majority at Serdica in- 
cluded the bishops Dionysius of Elis and Bassus of Diecletiana, the former ce- 
spite an earlier condemnation by many of the same bishops, the latter despite a 
criminal record fer which he had been deported from Syria. Among them coo 
was Aetius of Thessalonica, whom Protogenes had often accused of many 
offenses, refusing to communicate with a bishop who had maintained and 
continued to maintain concub'mes.? And Asclepas of Gaza had gone to 
Constantinople tosupport Paut: hence he shared part of the blame for the perpe~ 
tration of a thousand murders which stained altars with human blood.”* 

The leer waxes eloquent on the heresy of Marcellus, ‘a pest more damnable 
than all heretics, who combines the falsehoeds of Sabellius with the wickedness 
of Paul of Samosate and the blasphemy of Montanus. It reviews he career of 
Athanasius from the assault on Ischyras to the sime of writing, with frequent 
descripnions of the violence which he had ordered or caused, And it levels spe- 
cific charges against the other bishops exiled from the East and their western al- 
lies: Paul, Asclepas, and Luctus were guilty of sacrilege and incitement to mur. 
der, and Maximinus was ‘timself the cause of so many murders’ because he was 
the first to communicate with Paul and encouraged him to return to 
Constantinople from eile. Nor dees the letter confine itself to recent events. 
Not only is Paul derided for inconsistency in subscribing to the deposition of 
Athanasius in 335,” but Athanasius is similarly ridiculed for accepting the depo- 
sition of Asclepas manyyears before,” and Ossius is reprehended for ateacking a 
certain Marcus, now deceased (who seems to be otherwise unknown); for pro- 
tecting condemned criminals; for being an inseparable friend of Paulinus, for 
merly a bishop in Dacia, who was convicted of writing magical books and now 
lives openly with concubines and prostitutes; and for associating with 
Eustath'us of Antioch and Cymatius of Paltus before their deposit’on in 327" 

The eastern bishops profess a tender concern for the unity and orthodoxy of 
the holy catholic church and for ecclesiastical tradition. Accordingly, because of 
the conduct of those who disrupt the unity and peace of the church, the council 
has considered it proper and necessary to take disciplinary action: 


We openly charge you, most dearly beloved brothers, that none of you, 
misled by anyone, at any time communicate with those expelied from the 
holy church, that is, @ssi'us, Protogenes, Athanasius, Marcellus, Asclepas, 
Paul, Julius, or any of those condemned, or the'ur allies who cemmunicate 
with them either in person or by letter. Hence you must neither ever write 
to them nor receive letters from them. It remains, dearest brothers, to ask 
you to take thought for che unity and perpetual peace of the church, and 
to choose holy bishops of unsullied faith and holy life, rejecting those 
who, because of their crimes, have been stripped of the episcopate and 
wish to recover again the place which they deservedly lost for their mis- 
deeds. 
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Moreover, since Ossius and his friends endanger the catholic and apostolic faith, 
the eastern bishops deemed it necessary to attach to their letter, whose recipients 
they invited to subscribe their own names, a definition of that intperiled ortho- 
doxy. The creed which they enounce is identical with that of the Council of 
Antioch in 342 taken te Constans by Narcissus, Maris, Theodorus, and Marcus, 
with a few additional anathemas.* These two creeds have an old-fashioned air, 
fer they simply ignore the theological issues which the new term hertoousies 
had raised2? They were highly suited, and hence presumably designed, to be the 
basis of a theological compromise. Moreover, the anathemas of 343, the new as. 
well as those taken over from the creed of 342, set out to allay western feats of 
hereu‘cal tendencies: 


Those who say that the Son is from ‘that which was not, or is from an- 
other bypostasis and not from God, or that there was a time or period 
when he was not, the holy catholic church condemns as heretics. Simi- 
larly also, those who say that thete are three Gods, or that Christ is not 
God, or that before the ages he was neither Christ nor Son of God, or that 
the Father and Son and Holy Spirit are the same, or that the Son is 
unbegotten, or that the Father did not beget the Son by his choice or will, 
the holy and catholic church anathematrses.”* 


The repudiation of Arius from 342 is here complemented by anathemas which 
condemn Marcellus and rebut any suspicion that the eastern bishops hanker 
after the Origenist doctrine of three bypostaseis in the divine triad. On the 
theological front atleast, the eastern bishops adopted a moderate svance permit- 
ting the possibility of compromise. 

The western bishops acted aggressively on both the personal and the theo- 
logical fronts. The main section of their synodical letter opens with a partisan 
denunciation: 


‘The Arian heretics have often committed many cash acks against the ser- 
vants of God who preserve the true catholic faith, Pushing their bastard 
doctrines, they have tried to persecute the orthodox. And now they have 
attacked the faith so violently that it does not escape the religious piety of 
the most clement emperors.*° 


‘The letter then reviews the course which the Council of Serdica has taken: in the 
past the Eusebians had made false chatges against Athanasius and Marcellus, 
but were unwilling to substantiate them before Julius, the bishop of Rome; now 
their persistent refnsal to attend meetings of the council at Serdica, to which they 
had been invited not once or twice, but many times, follewed by their flight, has 
broadcast to the world their malice and mendacity. They came with accusations 
of violence enhanced by theatrical devices—exiles carrying their iron and chains, 
relatives and frieads of those still in exile or who had died in eaale, bishops with 
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fetters on their necks on behalf of others. In fact, it was they who used force: 
they would have killed certain bishops had they not escaped, while Theodulus, 
the bishop of Traianopolis, has actually per’shed in a vain attempt to elude their 
hostrliry, The victims of the Arians could exhibit real wounds and scars. Ortho- 
dox bishops, who deserved credence, had produced reliable evidence of the use 
of anned soldiers and gangs with clubs, the threats of magistrates, the stripping 
of visgins, the burning of churches, the imprisonment of God’s servants. The 
Arians themselves, however, made false accusat’ons: Theognis of Nicaea had 
tried to isflame the emperor against Athanastus, Marcellus, and Asclepas, but 
his former deacons had produced Theognis’ letters, which were read out for the 
whole council to hear. The heretics, therefore, came to Serdica with guilty con- 
sciences and fled in fear that the truth would come out.” 

The letter next addresses the substantive questions which the council was 
convened to censider. The westem bishops review the charges against 
Athanasius, Marcellus, and Asclepas: they ridicule Ischyras as an unreliable wit- 
ness; they defend Marcellus on the grounds that he did not assert the heretical 
views attributed to him, but only proposed them as hypotheses for discussion; 
and they claim that the acts of the Council of Antioch which deposed Asclepas 
(in 327: prove him irreprehensible. The verdict which they render is clear-cut. 
Athanasius, Marcellus, Asclepas, and ‘those who minister to God with them’ are 
innocent and pure, and should be received back by their congregations as bish- 
ops instead of Gregory, Basil, and Quintianus. Theodorus, Narcissus, Acacius, 
Stephanus, Urscacius and Valens, Menophantus and George, however, are all 
deposed from their sees and expelled altogether from fellowship with the faith- 
fu). Let them be anathema, let no one communicate with them! For light cannot 
communicate with darkness, nor Christ with Belial.?* The western bishops then 
appealed to the recipient of the letter to show their approval of the decisions 
made at Serdica by subscribing their names®—a plea which was heeded, so thar 
some versions of the letter soon had the names of almost three hundred signato- 
ries attached.* 

‘Two of the four versions of the syaodrcal letter which survive conclude with 
a rambling, ouwpoken, and incautious statement of how western bishops 
viewed the theological problems at issue.?* This statement has justly been 
characterised as a ‘polemical broadside.” It begins by excommunicat ing any 
who doubt that Christ is God or that he is Son in the fullest sense of each word, 
as do those two vipers begotten of the Arian asp, Ursacius and Valens, who, 
while professing themselves Christians, assert that both the Son and the Holy 
Spirit were crucified and killed, died, and rose again, and that the hypostaseis of 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are different and separate. In contrast, the western 
bishops assert that ‘there is only one bypostast’s, which the heretics themselves 
call ousia, of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,’ and they go on to argue, in a manner 
which sometimes betrays the influence of Marcellus, against the eastern supposi- 
tion that the Son had some sort of personal existence independent of the Father. 
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Asa result, by stressing the oneness of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit sharing a 
single bypostasis, the western bishops fail to make clear how the persons of the 
Trinity can be regarded as separate in any comprehensible sense.” 

Despite all its statements of what ‘we believe,’ this theological manifesto was 
not intended as a formal creed to be circulated separately, nor is it plausible to 
argue that it was composed later as a ‘separate polemical guide to clergy’ to 
counter a lost decument submutted after the council by Ursacius and Valens.* 
Both internal criteria and external evidence indicate rather that it was drafted as 
part of the synodical letter, but that the western bishops decided to omi this sec- 
tion of the draft from the final form of the letter which they officially adopted 
and endorsed.” For Athanasius, who was in a position to know, claimed in 362: 


‘The council made no such definition. Some people argued that, since {the 
creed of] the Council of Nicaea was insufficient, we should write about a 
creed, and made a rash attempt to do so, But the holy council gathered at 
Serdica was enraged: it decided that nothing more should be written 
about a creed, that it was satisfied with the creed acknowledged by the 
fathers at Nicaea, because it facks nothing, bur is full of piety, and that a 
second creed should not be issued, lest thecreed written at Nicaea becon- 
sidered invalid, and a pretext be given to those who wish to compose 
creda formulas frequently,” 


The theological statement, even though discarded, soon began to embatrass its 
proposers. Ossius and Protogenes wrote to Julius in Rome protesti'ng that it had 
been designed to elucidate obscurities in the Nicene creed, not to replace it.*! 

In the context of 343, one feature of the letter deserves special emphasis. 
Athanasius, Marcellus, and Asclepas were not the only exiled bishops excul- 
pated by their western colleagues. Others were there too, to whom this long 
document alludes, but whom it does notname.* One was Lucius of Adrianople, 
who appears among the sixty or so original signatories to the council’s deci- 
sions.® A more important omission was Paul of Conssantinople, one of the 
main targets of she eastern bishops in their letter, who pointedly and accurately 
denounce him asa former bishop of Constantinople.” The silence of rhe western 
synodical fetter about Paul does not prove his absence from Serdica, still less that 
the western bishops in 343 did not cestore him together with Athanasius and 
Marcellus.*S It indicaves, rather, that even his supposters could nor produce a 
plausible defense of his actions, especially of his uncanonical return to 
Constantinople in the winter of 341/2, which had provoked riots, the lynching 
of a general, and imperial punishment for the city.‘ The silence of the western 
bishops was a prudent tactical one, which has misled many ecclesiastical hi 
ans over the centuries into omitting Paul from their accounss of the Council of 
Serdica and denying that the council discussed his status. Socrates, however, 
states explicitly, presumably taking the information from Sabinus of Hereclea, 
that the council restored Paul together with Athanasius and Marcellus.” 
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The general letter addressed to churches everywhere was supplemented by 
letters to specific recipients. The western bishops acknowledged the moral lead- 
ership of the bishop of Reme, They wrote to Julius, therefore, cequestiag him to 
make their decisions known throughout Italy, Sicily, and Sardinia. A full report 
of the council was unnecessary, since Julius could read the accompattying docu- 
ments and questien the representatives whom he had sentto Serdica, the priests 
Archidamus and Philoxenus, and the deacon Leo. The bishops at Serdica, how- 
ever, considered it necessary not only to summarise their findings briefly, but also 
tosubjoin the names of the seven bishops whom they had fermally deposed lest 
any westera bishop communicate with any of them unawares. They also allude 
toan episede not mentioned elsewhere, Valens {they allege) abandoned his own 
church of Mursa and attempted to take over the church of Aquileia: in the riot 
which his attempt provoked, the bishop Viator was knocked down and so badly 
trampled underfoot that he died two days later 

‘Athanasius’ supporters in Egypt had contrived to convey letters to the west- 
exn bishops, which were brought by Alewandrian clergy.'? The bishops replied 
with almost identical lettcrs to the church of Alexandria and to the churches 
throughout Egypt and Libya.** These letters naturally concerned thesnsedves al- 
most exchusively with Athanasius, whose proven innocence (they proclaim) 
ought soon to produce his restoration to Alexandria. But the western bishops at 
Serdica could also announce that they had received the exiled priests 
Aphthonius, Athanasius the son of Capito, Paul, and Plution into communson 
and acquitted them of the charges made by the Eusebians. In addition, they 
‘wrote to the churches of the Mareotis, who had complained of intolerable re- 
pression. They urged them not to be saddened, but to rejoice at persecution. 
Since the holy and great council has pronounced Athanasius completely guiltless 
and deposed his enemies, their tribulations must soon come to an end.*! 

The western bishops considered other problems besides doctrine, the status 
of exiled bishops, and the oppression of their adherents in the East. They devised 
a formula for ensuring that East and West celebrated Easter on the same day. 
Previously the computations used at Rome and Alexandn’a lrad sometimes pro- 
duced different dares, even though both churches adhered to the rules laid down 
at Nicaea. That had happened in 343 precisely, when Rome celebrated Easteron 
3 April, Athanasius and the Alexandrian church on 1 Pharmouthi (27 March). 
At Serdica, a table of Paschal dates for the next fifty years was adopted, which 
the bishops of Rome and Alewandria were to announce to the churches in their 
jurisdictions (Inder 15).53 

“The western bishops also debated a variety of disciplinary problems of press 
ing practical concern. These debates are known from the so-called canons of the 
Council of Serdica, which passed into early collections of canon law and hence 
acquired enormous authority in later centuries. Their inumediate effect is less 
easy to estimate: even though Gratus, the bishop of Carthage, appealed to their 
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authority at an African council probably held in 345,°5 the canons appear to 
have been otherwise unknown in the West, except at Rome, unsiltheir sudden 
rediscovery and employment toward 420. 

The Serdican canons pose extremely serious textual problems, since the 
Greek and Latin canons that survive appear to conshitute two divergent recen- 
sions of a document which did not collect and reproduce the formally ratified, 
subscribed, and promulgated decisions of the council, but rather summarised 
the minutes of the original discussions. The ‘canons’ of the Council of Serdica 
are thus radically different in nature from the canons which survive from the 
Council of Nicaea in 325 or the Councils of Arles (314), Ancyra (314), Antioch 
(probably 328), and Laodicea {probably c. 348), or even the canons of the 
Council of Gangra (probably c. 355), which merely reproduce and divide into 
sections the synedical letter of the Paphlagenian bishops.” The Serdican ‘can- 
ons’ have the form of proposals, mostly by Ossius, who presided and presented 
motions for approval: these prepesals are sometimes fellowed by amendments 
by a second speaker, and the formula whereby the council signified its assent is 
not entirely uniform,* 

Four principal problems worried the western bishops and recur throughout 
the canons: the translation of bishops and clergy from one city ro another, the 
appointment of bishops, appeals against ecclesiastical decisions, and episcopal 
visits to the imper‘al court..? In addition, two canons which have dropped out of 
most of the Latin manuscript traditvon address themselves to the problems ofthe 
church of Thessalonica, where the bishop Aetfus, present at the council, con- 
fronted a difficult situat‘on, since a certain Musaeus and Eutychianuscla'smed to 
be bishops and were ordaining priests. Presumably, both Musceus and 
Eutychianus had been elected in opposition to Aetius: thecouncillaid down that 
they should be reca:'ved imto communion as laymen, but that the priests whom 
they had ordained could retain their status.°It should be suspected that similar 
local problems lie behind many of the decisions of general applicability made at 
Serdica. In part‘cular, the canons which provide that disputes between bishops 
of a province should be decided either within the province or by appeal to the 
bishop of Rome may have been motivated by disputes in Africa. For Ossivs 
and Alypius, the bishop of Megara, betray the motivation of the canons which 
prohibit bishops from going to court and compel them to intercede with the 
emperor by sending a deacon whom the bishop of Rome and bishops on the 
main roads shall have the power to intercept. Too many bishops (theycomplain) 
have been going to court, especially African bishops who spurn the salutary 
counsels of Gratus, the bishop of Carthage: in future, appeal by bishops to the 
emperor should be allewed onty in cases of real oppression, such as of bepgars, 
widows, and orphans. It isrelevant that oneofthe recipients of the eastern syn 
odical letter was Donatus, who claimed the metropolitan see of Carthage. The 
church named after hou had attained dominance in Numidia under 
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Constantine, who attempted repression systematically between 317 and 321, 
tolerated virtually open schism when he went to war against Licinjus, and then 
reintroduced repressi've measures at the end of his reign.‘ No disturbances are 
known for a decade afser Conseantine died, but Constans commenced another 
attempt to stamp out the Donatist church within a few years of the Council of 
Serdica.“ The canons of the ceuncil, which are firraly dated to the period of ap- 
parent peace, reveal that the silence of the surviving sources is misleading. There 
was no real peace in the African church under Constans, merely a lull in host'l- 
ties. 


Ossius and his allies had not forgotten the political and diplomatic context of 
the Council ofSerdica. The emperors Constantius and Constans had summoned 
the bishops of East and West to assemble together. Since the single council envis- 
aged by the emperors ad never convened, each emperor was now free to accept 
the decisions of the bishops from his own territories. It was necessary, therefore, 
for both parnies to report to both emperors. No record survives of any such re- 
port which the eastern hishops made: their leaders presumably went to con- 
gratulate Constantius an his Persian victory in persen, and reported orally—and 
the predominantly pro-Athanasan sources that survive had no motive to pre- 
serve ary letter they may have written to Constans. In their letters to Julius, to 
Alexandria, and to the Mareotis, the western bishops allude to a report ‘to rhe 
most blessed Augusti’ which was given wide currency (Julius was sent a copy). 
If an identical report was sent to both emperers, it must have been a formal and 
factual account of the council. The western bishops also wrote a letter specift 
cally designed to be read by Constantius alone, whose tenor differed greatly 
fom their lerters to sympathetic clerics. 

Constantius’ piety and propensity to do good (the western bishops protest) 
will ensure that he grants their reasonable request to stop the persecution of the 
catholic church: 


Let your clemency provide and decree that all magistrates everywhere, 
who have been entrusted with the governing of provinces, whose sole 
care and concern should be for public business, refrain from surveillance 
of religion, and in future cease to presume, encroach, claim to decide the 
cases of clerics, and to vex and harry innocent men with various harass- 
ments, threats, violence, or acts of intimidan’on.*” 


The emperor has a duty to allow his subjects to enjoy liberty, to live as they 
please, to becatholicsand Christians rather than heretics and Arians, to have the 
bishops and priests whom they cheose to teach them, and to celebrase with them 
the divine mysteries. The writers procla'm their loyalty: all is quiet and modest, 
there will be no suspicion of rioting, of muttered opposition. They beseech 
Constann'us to restore to their places the distinguished clergymen who are in 
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exile or confinement. Arianism is ‘a novel and terrible plague, a recent invention 
of Eusebius of Nicomedia, Eusebius of Caesarea, of Narcissus, Theedorus, 
Stephanus, Acacius, and Menophantus, and of the twe ignorant and improper 
youths Ursacius and Valens. Anyone who communicates with them becomes a 
partner in thei crime and will suffer eternal punishment when the day ef judge- 
ment comes. 
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IX 


ATHANASIUS AND 
THE MARTYRS OF ADRIANOPLE 


AFTER THE COUNCIL OF SERDICA, PRACTICALLY THREE YEARS PASSED 
before Athanasius ceentered Alexandria. For it was clear that the exiled bisbops 
whom the western council had restored could not resume secure possession of 
their sees until the eastern emperor agreed to their return, A certain amount is 
known about the ecclesiastical negotiations between East and West after the 
Council of Serdica and about Constantius’ dealings with Athanasius after he 
had accepted the Serdican decisions and agreed to allow him to return) But 
what did Athanasius do between the council and the first fetter which he re- 
ceived from Constantius in the summer of 345? As with his journey to the court 
of Constantius in 338,? it seems that Athanasius has been successful in conceal- 
ingsignificant activities which he subsequently wished to obliterate from the his- 
torical record. The Defense before Constantius conveys the impression, which 
the Festallndexconverts into asserted fact, that after the council Athanasius re- 
tired from the border-city of Serdica to Naissus and remained there uninterrupt- 
edly until he moved to Aquileia, which he had reached by the Easter season of 
345: specifically, in 344 ‘being at Naissus on hisreturn from the council, he there 
celebrated Easter,’ and in 345 ‘having traveled to Aquileia, he kept Easter there” 
(Index 16, 17, cf. Apel. ad Const. 4.5). There is no reason to doubt that 
Athanasius celebrated Easter 344 in Naissus and Easter 345 in Aquileia. The 
fakificatron of history comes in the suggestion or assertion that he went no- 
where else, For there is ircefragable evidence in his own writings that Athanasius 
set fost in the territory of Constantius during this period—and a strong possibr- 
ity that he crossed illegally into the eastern empire not merely ence, hut rwice. 


The History of the Arians eloquently describes the misdeeds of the villain- 
ous and cowardly eastern bishops immediately after the Council of Serdi- 
ca, Their cruel and vicious attacks on laymen and right-tbinking bishops 
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who opposed them far surpassed their previous wrongdoing: 


Since the people of Adrianopie did not wish to communicate with [the 
easter bishops) because they were fleeing from the council and were 
guilty of misdemeanor, they sent a report to the emperor Constantius and 
caused ten laymen from the imperial factory there to be beheaded, with 
Philagrius, the comes, again present and aiding them in this too. (The 
tombs of these men are outside the city: we too have seen them as we 
passed by.) Then, priding themselves on their great success, because they 
had fled to avoid being convicted of making false accusations, they per- 
suaded the emperor to put their wishes into effect. They caused two 
priests and three deacons to be banished from Alexandria to Armenia. 
Arius and Asterius,? the one the bishop of Petra in Palestine, the other 
bishop in Arabia, who had bolted from them, they not only banished to 
Upper Libya, but caused to suffer violence. As for Lucius, the bishop of 
Adrianople, when they saw that he used great freedom in denouncing 
them and exposed their impiety, they caused him agar'n, as before, to be 
bound neck and hands in iron chains: in this manner they sent him into 
exile, where he perished, as they know. They removed the bishop 
Diodorus, but when they saw that Olympius of Aeni and Theodulus of 
‘Trajanopolis, both bishops from Thrace and good and orthodox men, 
hated heresy, on the first occasion the Eusebians brought false charges 
and the emperor Constantius wrote, and on the second they reminded 
[bim of thera]. The rescript ordered them not only to be expelled from 
theic cities and their churches, but also to suffer capital punishment wher- 
ever they were found .. . They wished to show in Alexandria that they 
deserved to be feared, and they caused an order to be issued that the har- 
bors and gates of the cities be watched, in case they returned to their 
churches on the strength of the permission from thecouncil. They caused 
orders to be sent to the magistrates at Alexandria concerning Athanasius 
and cermin named priests, that if either the bishop or any of them should 
be found to have set foot in the city or its terrrtory, the magistrate should 
be permitted to behead those who might be discovered. (Hist. Ar. 18.2~ 
19.4) 


Athanasius here passes in rapid review a series of actions taken against himself 
and Lucius of Adrianople, both restored by the Council of Serdica, and aga‘rist 
certain eastern bishops who were coerced and punished fordisplaying sympathy 
for their exiled colleagues. Since Athanasius himself provides the main (and 
sometimes the only) evidence for each of these episodes, each needs to be exam 


ined separately. 


First, the trouble at Adrianople (18.2), ‘Ten workers in the imperial arms fac- 
tory at Adrianople, which was a large and important producer of weapons and 
shields,5 were executed fer insulting the eastern bishops as they returned from 
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Serdica. There would have been a considerable interval between the arrest and 
execution of the fabricenses if Constantius were still in Syn'a when he was con- 
sulted about theie punishment. However, the emperer may have come to 
Constantinople in the autumn of 343.‘ The date of the execution has some rel- 
evance te determining when Athanasius might have seen the tombs of the ex- 
eauted men by the side of the road leading out of the city. ‘The arrest, banish- 
ment, and death in exile of the bishop Lucius appear to be later than and entirely 
separate from the execution of the fabricenses (19.1). Lucius had been with the 
western bishops at Serdica:” there is no evidence independent of Athanasius 
bearing on his arrest, but the obvYous inference from what he says is that Lucius 
returned to Adrianople after the council and was arrested for this clearly illegal 
action. Athanasius also adduces the death of Lucius in the Defense of His Flight 
(3.3), but there he provides no specific detail at all about it. 

Second, the exile of two priests and three deacons from Alexandria to Arme- 
nia (18.32). This is known only from this passage and a later one in the History 
of she Arians where Athanasius records that Constantius permitted them to re- 
turn in the early summer of 344 (21.1). 

‘Third, Arius and Asterius (18.3*). The Palestinian bishop Arius and the Ara~ 
bian bishop Asterius came to Serdica with the eastern bishops, but broke ranks 
by associating with the western party: asa result, according to Athanasius, they 
were incarcerated in the paalatinni where the easterners were lodging (15.4). Yet 
their names appear among the original subscriptions to the western synodical 
letter, they added their names and salutatfons to the council’s letter to the 
churches of the Marcotis’ and the western bishops state that they attended a 
session of the council and informed it of their maltreatment.° On the other 
band, according te Athanasius, they were sent into exile in Libya Superior. It 
seems to follow either thar they left Serdica with the rest of the eastern bishops 
before the western synodical letter was composed and subscribed or that they 
were later apprehended and arrested in eastern territory. 

Fourth, the deposi!on of Diodorus (19.2). Since Diodorus subscribed the 
‘western synodical letter at Serdica as bishop of Teredos in the Asian province of 
Insulae,” while Athanasius can find nothing more serious te complain about 
than his deposition and replacement (Hist. Ar. 5.2), it may be conjectured that 
he went to the West before the councr and stayed there. 

Fifth, Olympius of Aeni (in the province of Rhodope) and Theodulus of 
Teaianepolis (19.2), the bishops of two small neighboring cities on the Thracian 
shore of the Aegean Sea, Since Athanasius couples the names of Olympius and 
‘Theodulus, it may be inferred that both had been excommunicated by the east- 
em bishops at one of the gatherings which they held before they reached 
Serdica:? Athanasius had earlier observed that the eastern bishops used 
‘Musonianus and Hesychius to terror'se and plot against any victims whom they 
chose (Hist. Ar. 15.3), Olympius and Theodulus then fled to eseape arrest and 
Theodulus died either befere or during the council."! Olympius, on the other 
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hand, played some part in the debates at Serdica and appears to have secured 
himself a safe refuge whatever the outcome of the council: it was at the sugges- 
tion of Olympius that Ossius proposed that any bisbop who had suffered vio- 
lence and had been expelied unjustly because he agreed with the beliefs of the 
worldwide church or defended truth should be allowed to remain in the city 
where he had taken refuge until he could return to his own city or until the 
wrong done te him was remedied. What Athanasius says about the actrons of 
the Eusebians is compressed and obscure, but he appears to distinguish between 
two consuleations of Constantius, the fiest before the council, the second after: 
that perhaps lends support to the hypothesis that Constantius visited 
Constantinople in the autumn of 343. 

Suxth, Athanasius himself (19,3~4). Athanasius’ complaints imply that his 
enemr'es expected or feared that he might sail to Alexandr'sa. The only rational 
motive for sending a proclamation to officials in Alexandr’a allowing them to 
behead either the bishop or any of the priests named therein is that they sus- 
pected that Athanasius might go to Egypt. How did such a suspicion arise? That 
it had some basis in fact is confirmed by a reference to this period in Athanasius” 
Defense of His Hight, written in 357: 


They caused Theodulus and Olympius, bishops from Thrace, and us and 
priests of oursto be sought out in such a way that, if we had been found, 
we would have suffered capital punishment. Perhaps we would have been 
killed thus, if we had not escaped contrary to their expectation on that 
occasion too. For that is the import of the letters given to the procensu! 
Donatus against Olympius and his friends and to Philagrius against us. 
(Fug. 3.4-5) 


‘To what earlier occasion or occasions does Athanasius here refer? The end of the 
passage could refer to his expulsion by Phifagrius from Egypt in 339.8 But the 
flight of the bishops Theodulus and Olympius and the mention of Donatus, who 
can only be the preconsu! of Constantinople," anchor the rest of the passage te 
the period of the Council of Serdica. Moreover, the order to search out 
Athanasius and his priests prima facie belongs to the months after the council. 
Nor does the mention of Philagrius contradict this hypothesis. He accompanied 
the eastern bishops to Serdica (Index 15),!7 and he executed the fabricenses at 
Adrianople who had refused to communicate with the same bishops after the 
council (Hist. Ar, 18.2). It is a legitimate deduction that Athanasius entered east- 
ern territory at this juncture in order to assist Lucius in resuming pessession of 
his see, 

When did Athanasius see the tombs of the men executed at Adrianople? The 
natural assumpsion made by all who have so fet expressed an opinion is that he 
must have passed through Adrianople as he retuned to Alexandria in 346.8 But 
in 346 Athanasius went to Rome (Apol. c. Ar. 52.1) before going te the court of 
Constantius in Ant‘och (Apol. c, Ar, 54.1): hence it seems overwhelmingly prob- 
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able that he traveled from Rome to Syria mainly by sea, not overland through 
the Balkans.? On the ether hand, if Athanasius accompanied Lacius when he 
returned to his see, it seems possible that he saw the tombs then, But he speaks of 
seaing the tombs as he ‘passed through’: stuce Adrianople lies on the great high- 
way leading through the Balkans to Constantinopie, it is at least equally possible 
that he saw therm on his way to that city in 344 in the company of his friend Paul 
of Constantinople, who reoccupied his see in the second half of the year 344. It 
is again Socrates, with his knowledge of affairs in the city, who describes Paul’s 
second illicit return to his see and his third expulsion? 

When Constantius in Antioch heard that Paul had returned to 
Constantinople and was again cemporting himself as bishop of the city, he er- 
dered the praetor ian prefect Philippus to expel him, Philippus, remember'ing the 
fate of Hermogenes, went about his task skilfully, He concealed the real purport 
of his instructions from the emperor and prececded to the baths of Zeuxippus as 
if to pecform routine official business. From there he summoned Paul with a 
shew of honor, saying that he needed his advice. Paul came. But when he ar: 
rived, the prefect produced his imperial instructions. Paul accepted what 
Socrates calls ‘his condemnation without trial’: Philippus had called his bluff 
and outsmarted lium, and he perceived how untenable was his usurped position 
in fece of the armed force of the prefect. Philippus quickly had Paul led into the 
imperial palace and from there bundled aboard a waiting boat. The bishop was 
sent te Thessalonica, his native city and the closest large port in the territory of 
Constans, and forbidden to set foot in the eastern parts of the Roman Empire— 
in ether words, he was deported from the tertitory of Constantius. In 
Constantinople, Philippus then restored Macedonius as bishop: in the riot 
which accompanied his reinstatement, more than three thousand people were 
killed, either by soldyers or crushed underfoot. Pau! soon left Thessalou'ca and, 
according to Socrates, sailed by way of Cerinth to Italy. 

Although Socrates narrates this episode before che Council of Serdica, his 
implied date has noauthotity.! On thecontrary, the name of the praetorian pre- 
fect who expelfed Paul from Constanvinople establishes a clear terminus post 
quem for the episode. Stuce Domitius Leontrus is attested as the praetorian pre- 
fect of Constantius until 6 July 344,” Philippus cannot have become prefect be- 
fore July 344, though his predecessor may have retained office for some time 
after his latest attessation. Elsewhere, Philippus is first securely registered as 
praetorian prefect on 28 July 346. Nevertheless, the sequence of ecclesiastical 
events firmly fixes the expulsion of Paul {and hence the start of his prefecture) to 
the autumn of 344 or the early winter of 344/5.% Paul had perhaps been in 
Constantinople for several weeks before Philippus deported him. 


86 


eeutee 


RETURN TO ALEXANDRIA 


‘THE SYNODICAL LETTER OF THE WESTERN COUNCIL OF SERDICA WAS 
saken to Antioch by the bishops Vincentius of Capua and Euphrates of Cologne, 
who also carted the counct!’s request to Constantius to allow the exiled eastern 
bishops to return and a letter from Constans commending the exiles 10 his 
brother. They reached Syria teward Easter 344, which in this year fell on 15 
April. For reasons which remain obscute, Stephanus, the bishop of Antioch, at- 
tempted to discredit the two envoys. Using priests as intermediaries, he hired a 
prostitute to spend the night with Euphrates, The plan misficed when the 
woman saw that her intended bedmate was an elderly bishop calmly asleep and 
towally unaware of what was happening; instead of making the false accusat‘on 
which Stephanus’ agents expected, she began to shout and complain of violence. 
By daybreak the matter was public knowledge in the city, a crowd gathered, and 
officials from the imperial palace needed to intervene. During the investigation, 
the brothel-keeper identified the priests who had hired the woman's services 
from him, and they implicated Stephanus. As a result, Stephanus was deposed 
and leontius became bishop in his place. 

Such is Athanasius’ account of the immediate diplomatic sequel to the Coun- 
cil of Serdica (Hist. Ar. 20.2-S). It is both incomplete and tendentious. 
‘Theodoretus has a more detailed narran've full of specific detail, combining ficti- 
tious elaboration of the same original story with authentic focal tradition, which 
has supplied him with some basic facts about the episode which Athanastus 
glosses over! Theodorerus reports that the two bishops were accompanied by 
the general Salianus, who must be the Flavius Salia attested by papyti as 
magt ster equitern and ordinary consul in 348,? Mozeover, smce a bishop could 
be deposed and replaced only ty a council of bishops, Theodoretus must be cor- 
rect in stating thar Stephanus was condemned and deposed by a council of bish- 
‘ops: since this council met at Antioch not long after Easter 344, it seems likely, 
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on chronological grounds, that it is identical with the Council of Antioch which 
met in the summer of 344 and adopted the so-called long creed (Spx. 26).? 

This ‘long creed? reflects the political circumstances of its composition, and 
its tone has aptly been characterised as one which ‘breathed the spirit of ap- 
peasement. The document comprises the creed and anathemas adopyed by the 
eastern bishops at Serdica, followed by eight explanatory paragraphs designed 
to assuage a western audience. These paragraphs carefully avoid the term onsia 
and deny that the Son is ofa different bypostasis from the Father: although the 
persens of the Trinity are admitted to be three prosopa and three objects 
(pragmata), the strengest emphasis is laid on the unity of the godhead. The east- 
ern bishops proclaim that the Son is ‘tke the Father in all things,’ and set out to 
be conciliatory on the main theological issues. On the other hand, they criticise 
at length and with outspoken frankness both Marcellus of Ancyra and his pupil 
Phorinus, who had recently been elected bishop of Sirmium—his name de- 
formed to ‘Scotinus,’ the dark and shadowy one instead of the light-bringec* 
Not long after the council met, probably in Seprember 344, Constantius toe 
made a conciTiatory gesture: he ordered the release of the Alexandrian clergy 
exiled to Armeia and sent instructions that the clergy and laity in Alewandria 
Joyal to Athanastus no longer be harassed (Hist. Ar. 21.2, cf. Index 16). 

‘The Council of Antioch sent four bishops to convey its synodical letter to the 
‘West: Demophilus, Eudowius, Martyrius, and Macedonius from Cilicia (Sy. 
26.1). But some delay intervened, pethaps not unconnected with the attempt of 
Paul to reestablish hunself as bishop of Constantinople in the second half of 
344.6 Moreover, the bishops may have been accompanied by the comes 
Thalassius, who came to the court of Constans while the emperor was at 
Peetovio—an event which caused Athanasius, the only ancient writer who men- 
tions it, seme embarrassment when he defended himself against the charge of 
fomenting hostility terween Constans and his brother (Apo! ad Const. 3.3). 
The eastern bishops received an answer from ther western colleagues at the 
Council of Milan, which met in the early months of 345, while Constans was 
either present or at least close at hand. 

‘The proceedings of this council are not at all well documented. The lack of 
information is admittedly not unusual at this period, but the Council of Milan 
was moie interesting and significant than most councils, because it witnessed 
important changes of theological attitude and personal allegiance. The western 
bishops condemned Photinus, and although they refrained from condemn‘ing 
Marcellus, theyceased to support him as they had hitherto. Athanasius himself 
had withdrawn from communion with Marcellus before the council; Marcellus 
prudently declined to force the issue and absented himself from the council The 
Pannouian bishops Ursacius and Valens, whose sees tay in the territory of 
Constans, denounced the Arian heresy and zequested to be accepted into com- 
munion by the westera bishops. The political advantages of such a change of 
allegiance were obvious, and Ursacius and Valens were allowed to make their 
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peace with the western chutch. The eastern envoys, however, did not like the 
manner in which the council performed the citual denunciation of Arius and his 
heresy: they refused to assent to the document which it drew up and angrily 
stormed out.!° The fragmentary reports of the Council of Milan (it will be ob- 
served) contain no reference at all to the reinstatement of Athanasius, 

Constans now intervened with decisive effect. He had written to Athanasius 
while the lateer was still in Naissus, and Athanasrus implies both that Consens 
granted him an audience in Aquileia and that he and Constans were both in 
Aquileia at an Easter (Apol. ad Const. 4.5, 15.4). Constans, therefore, inter- 
viewed Athanasius at Aquileia in the spring of 345, when Easter fell on 7 April, 
either shortly before or shortly after the Council of Milan." Moreover, he wrote 
a letter which contarned an explicit threat of civil war: 


Athanasius and Paul are here with me. Frem questyoning them I have dis- 
covered that they are being persecuted for the sake of piety. Accordingly, 
Wf you undertake to restore them to their episcopal thrones, expelling 
those who are vainly clinging to them, I shall send the men toyou. But if 
you were to refuse to take this action, be assured that J will come in per- 
son and restore them to the thrones which are theirs, even against your 
will. 


Such is the extract quoted by Socrates: the letter from which he quotes was 
known to the other ecclesiastical historians of the fifth century and should not 
be dismissed as a forgery.” 

Rufinus, presumably here translating Gelasius of Caesarea, produces a para- 
phrase of the same extract which makes three sign'ificant changes to the original: 
Paul of Constant'mople has disappeared, the diplomatic language has beenmade 
harsher, and a threat to punish Athanasius’ enemies has been added.'* Bath 
Philostorgius and Theedoretus report that Constans wrote to his brother in very 
similar tones.’ Admittedly, Theodoretus may be mistaken when he states that 
the general Salia and the bishops Vincentius and Euphrates brought a threaten- 
‘ing letter to Antvoch early in 344.16 But Constans wrote to his brother immedi- 
ately after the Council of Serdica (Hist. Ar. 20.2) as well as in 345, and the ear- 
lier letter was milder in tone than the later. Sozomenus specifically records two 
letters, the first requesting Constantius to restore Athanasius and Paul, the sec- 
ond telling him ‘either to receive the men or prepare for war’! If Theodoretus 
has confused the milder letter of 343/4 with the later and more hostile letter of 
early 345, that in no way impugns the authenticity of Socrates” quotation. 
Moreover, though Philostorgius too reports a letter which demanded the retum 
of Athanasius alone,'* he supplies a detail which strongly suggests that he is 
paraphrasing the same letter as the one from which Socrates quotes: it was taken 
to Constantius by the comes rei privatae Euseathius—who is attested in that of- 
fice on 15 May 345.8 

‘Athanasius himself provides unwitting and unwilling confirmation that the 
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letter from which Socrates quotes is authentic. His Befense before Constantius 
refers allusively and with obvious embarrassment to an occasion when ‘the em- 
bassy of Thalassiuscame to Poerovio’ while he was in Aquileia (Apo. ad Const, 
3,4), No other writer or surviving document explicitly mentions this embassy. 
But Athanasius’ presence in Aquileia fixes the date as lying between the summer 
of 344 and the fellowing summes, and the fact that the Befense before 
Cozstantius refers 1 the embassy in a comext where Athanasius is defending 
hiunself against the charge that he had festered discord between the dead 
Censtans and his brother indicates clearly, albeit indirectly, that Constans gave 
Thalasstus a truculent answer. The interlocking dewails provided separately by 
Athanasius, Socrates, and Philostorgius suggest that Eustathius took the letter of 
which Socrates quotes a part to the eastern emperor together with the synodical 
letter of the Council of Milan. 

Constantius yielded. Fortune (or the hand of God} provided the decisive ar- 
gument. Gregory, who had replaced Athanasius as bishop of Alexandria in 339, 
died on 26 June 345 (Hist. Ar. 21.1/2; Index 18). Since the normal procedure of 
an episcopal election in Alexandria would have produced no result other chan 
the reelection of Athanasius, the emperor bowed to necessity. He wrote from 
Edessa to Constans, and also to Athanasius, who was still at Aquileia (Apol. ad 
Const, 4.5), in the follewing terms: 


The generosity of our gentleness has not allowed you to be buffeted and 
tossed as if by the wild waves of the sea for fong, Our unwearying piety 
has not abandoned you while you have been deprived of your ancestral 
hearth and stripped of your belongings and wander in savage wilder- 
nesses. Even if I have fer a long time deferted communicating the purport 
of my intentions, because I expected you to appear before us of your own 
accord and to ask for relief from your toils, nevertheless, since fear has 
perhaps prevented the fulfilling of your intention, we have accordingly 
dispatched to your gravity letters full of bounty, so that you may hasten 
without fear to provide your presence speedily to our sight, in order to 
obtain your desite, to experience our generosity, and to be restored to 
your home. For this purpese I have on your bebalf requested my lord and 
brother Constans, the victotious Augustus, to give you perinisson to 
come, so that you may be restored to your homeland with the consent of 
us both, receiving this as a pledge of our favor (Apol. c. Ar. 51.2-4) 


‘That is the language of diplomacy which veils, though it does not quite conceal, 
the emperor's insincerty. Wheo it suited him, Athanasius could quote the letter 
as evidence of Constantius’ respect, even affection, for him (Hist. Ar. 22/3), But 
he can have bad no illusions about the emperor’s true feelings, for he knew how 
Constantius’ new expression of sympathy for his sufferings conwasted with his 
actual policy towards him since 339. Whether it was sincere or devious, how- 
eves, the lector of Constantius uncondit‘onally promised Athanas‘us that he 
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could return to Alexandria. It must be assumed that Paul of Constantinople re- 
ceived a letter couched in similar terms, even though nothing precise is known 
about the date of his return, 

Athanasius returned during the summer and autumn of 346, a full yeat after 
Constaunus’ first letter permitting him to do so. Why the delay? Either 
Athanasius did not trust Constantius and asked for guarantees, or else there was 
dispute and negotiation about the terins of his rerurn. Constantius wrote two 
further letters urging Athanasius to come tohiscourt. The first requested him to 
come with all speed by means of the cursus publicts, without worry for himself, 
without distrust and fear, so that the emperor could send him to Alexandria 
(Apol. ¢. Az. 51.5}. The second lamented Athanasius’ slowness in responding to 
his original letter written a year earlier, and it reiterated his request for the 
bisboptocome tohim. Constentius sent it by the deacon Achitas, who added his 
own exhortation (Apol. c Ar. 51.6-8). Various high officials seconded the 
emperor’s request by writing too: Athanasius names the comites Polemius, 
Darianus, Bardio, Thalassius, Taurus, and Florentius, adding that he was readier 
to believe their assurances of friendship than to believe shose of the emperor 
(Hist. Ar. 22.1), Confirmation that matters were not quickly settled berween 
the imperial brothers comes from the consular fasti. The two halves of the 
Roman Empire had different consuls for 346: in the East Constantius pro- 
claimed h'unself (for the fourth time} and Conswans (for the third time), but there 
is no good evidence that this imperial consulate was accepted in the West, at 
least unril very late in the yeax:?! 

During the autumn of 345, Athanasius was summoned by Constans ro the 
court at Trier (Apol. ad Const. 4.5). It would be worth knowing exactly why 
Constans required his presence, or how his visit impinged on negotiarions be- 
tween the two emperors. But the diplomatic exchanges of 345/6 will always re- 
main shrouded in sectecy. Athanasius preferred to emphasize the public stages of 
his triumphant retum. 

From Tries, Athanasius probably returned w Aquileia. When his return to 
Alexandria was finally agreed upon, he went to Rome, where Julius provided 
him with an eloquent testimonial to take to the church at Alexandria (Apol. c. 
Ar, 52/3), and where he presumably did net fail to renew his centacts with 
sympathew'c Christians in the Roman aristecracy. From Rome Athanasius went 
to Syria, where he presented himself before Constantius. He will have traveled 
mainly or enticely by sea, either via Brundistum, Greece, and the south coast of 
Asia Miner or through the Straits of Messina to Cyprus. When Athanasius 
reached Antioch, according to the History of the Arians, the emperor promised, 
under an oath and with God as witness, never again to listen to slanderous accu- 
sations agatust him (Hist. Ar. 22.2,cf. Apol. ad Const. 4.5). Whether thatis true 
or not, Constantius certainly rescinded all existing measures against the bishop 
of Alexandria. 

The emperor wrote to Nestorius, the prefect of Egypt, and to the dix of the 
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province to ask for the return of all letters in therr offices pertaining to 
Athanasius (Apol. c. Ar. 56.1; Hist. Ar. 23,3), The decurie Eusebius retrieved the 
documents—and presumably supplied copies to Athanasius on his return. In ler- 
ters 10 the prefect of Egypt and to the praesides of the provinces of 
‘Avgustamnica, Thebais, and the two Libyas, Constantius restered freedom 
from civic liturgies to the clergy loyal to Athanasius without removing that privi- 
lege from otherclerics (Apol. c. Ar. 56.2/3). He wrote a citcular letter to the bish- 
ops and priests of the catholic church everywhere announcing the pardon of 
Athanasius and the restoration of full privileges to the clergy loyal to hum: after 
‘a brief season’ of ‘the trials inherent in the human condition,’ the bishop has 
obtained release ‘by the will of the Supreme Power’ (Apol. ¢. An 54.25). 
Constantius also furnished Athanasius with a letter of commendation to the 
Christians of Alewandria which encouraged them to respect the unanimity and 
peace of the church and discreetly warned them against disturbance and sedition 
(Apol. ¢. Ar. 55). 

In Antiech Athanasius pointedly rebuffed Leontius and celebrated services 
with the Eustathians in private houses.” Then he traveled south through Syria, 
Phoenice, and Palestine. In Laodicea he met and formed a friendship with the 
priest Apollinaris, who thus earned the hostility of George, the bishop of his 
city In Jerusalem Maximus convened a provincial council which welcomed 
him and senr him on his way with yet another impressive testimonial (Apol. c. 
Ar. 57), As Athanasius appreached Alexandria, people flecked out of the city to 
greet him. On 21 October 346 he received a warn welcome from ‘the people 
and all those in authority’ fully one hundred miles ouside Alexandria (Hist. ac. 
4.2; Index 18). He was escorted to the city in honor and glory, and his trium- 
phant pregress into Alexandria resembled less the return of an exiled bishop 
than the adverts of a Roman emperor.” 


In stark contrast to Athanasius’ restoration and resumption of power in his na- 
tive city stands the fate of Marcellus, once his partner in misfertune and close 
ally." Marcellus toe had been rehabilitated at Serdica in 343, but thereafter his 
western supporters gradually came to accept the eastern view that his doctrines 
were, by the standards now applicable, irretrievably heretical—and Marcellus 
himself refrained from contesting the point in any way which might embarrass 
Athanasius. It is unlikely that he retumed to Ancyra after the Council of 
Serdica, as Socrates and Sozomenus allege.” Moreover, the fact that Marcellus’ 
erstwhile supporters failed to defend him at Milan ‘1n345 implies that Constans 
tid notinsist upon his return to the East with Paul and Athanasius ‘n346, After 
349 a return was out of the question until the winter of 361/2, when Julian re- 
stored all eastern bishops exiled under Constantius. Presumably Marcellus 
availed hiumself of the opportunity, since a conventicle of his supporters in 
Ancyra submitted a creed to Athanasius in 371, in which they described them- 
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selves as ‘the clerfes and others in Ancyra of Galatia who assemble for worship 
with our father Marcellus." 

‘Marcellus cut a pathetic figure as he dragged out his existence until he died at 
the age of ninety or more, sixty years after his first attestation as a bishop in 
314.3! Perhaps he was already suffering from senility when the western bishops 
dropped him in 345. Marcellus seems to have occupied the last thirty years of 
his life in Fasile attempts toclear himself of the stigma of heresy.* All to no avail, 
for he was forinally condemned at the Council of Constantinople in 381.35 To 
his credit, Athanasius refused to join in the chorus of condemnation, even 
though Bast] of Caesarea requested him to do se. When the young and zealous 
Epiphanius asked Athanasius about Marcellus, he neither defended him nor 
showed any hostility, but merely ‘revealed by the smile on his face that he was 
close to wickedness, but that he treated him as having acquitted himselé?” 
Athanasius’ smile may have had a personal rather than theological significance. 
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DuRING HIS EXILE, ATHANASIUS HAD CAREFULLY MAINTAINED CON- 
tact with the Egyptian church and his supporters in Alexandria, He continued to 
notify the Christians of Egypt each spring or summer of the dace of Easter in the 
following year, and he sent a full Festal Letter to be read in Lent whenever it was. 
possible for h'umto do so.! Clergy came to Serdica from Alexandria and the 
churches of the Mareot‘ts and read out before the western bishops letters describ- 
ing the sufferings of Athanasius’ supporters in Egypt at the hands of Gregory 
and his supporters.? When the council had finished its business, the western 
bishops wrote to the church of Alexandria, te the churches of the Mareotis, and 
to the @bristians of Egypt and Libya as a whole to annonnce the reinstarement 
of their mewropolitan,’ while Athanasius humself sene a letter to his own church 
ard one to the churches of the Mareotis subscribed by some sixty other bish- 
ops. Moreover, it is clear both from the complaints made at Serdica and from 
the actions of Constant'us after the council that Athanasius’ supporters were 
active and powerful in the city—indeed, the emperor was afraid that 
Athanasius, like Paul in 341/2 and again in 344, might attempt to resume pos- 
session of his see without waiting for official permission’ 

Athanasius’ careful attention to his supporters in Egypt through the seven 
long years of exile brought polit’cal benefits when he returned to Alexandria in 
346, Although Gregory enjoyed an opportunity to build up an opposing system 
of power and patronage for six of these years, there is no sign that he succeeded 
in weaken'ing the power of the exiled patriarch. Athanasius complained of vio- 
lence used on hissupportersin the docks of Alexandria in 339 (Ep. enc. 5.5), but 
any success that his opponents may have attained within the city proved only 
semporary. In October 346 both magistrates and populace turned out to greet 
their returning bishop Undex 18). 

tis less easy to assess the balance of power between the supporters and op- 
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ponents of Athanasius outside Alexandria. In the Egyptian countryside, the un- 
easy coexistence of Melrtians and churches loyal to Athanasiuscontinued. In the 
320s Melisius had named a total of thirty-four Mel bishops, including him- 
self, in the list of his clergy which he subm'tred co Alexander (Apol ¢, Ar. 71.6). 
That was clearly the total number of Melitian bishops at that time. In 335 
Athanasius took a phalanx of forty-eight bishops loyal to h’umself to the Council 
of Tyre—a number which happens to cotrespond exactly to the number of 
nomes in Egypt, if only by accident During Athanasius’ exile, Serapion of 
Thmuis was presumably entrusted with the task of keeping the bishops in the 
Egyptian chora loyal in the face of pressure and inducements to support Gre- 
gory. In 338 Athanasius had instructed Serapion to ensure that the churches 
throughout Egypt observe the recently introduced custom of a forty-day fast 
before Easter and informed him of the names of newly appointed bishops.” 

During Athanasius’ second ewile, there were few defections, if any, and it 
seems that the Melitian episcopate went into a gradual bur steady decfine. Only 
a handful of bishops from Egypt attended the Council of Serdica in 343, and all 
those Egyptian bishops who subscribed the eastern synodical letter were known 
Melitians and enemies of Arhanas‘us—Ischyras of the Mareotis, Eudaemen of 
‘Tanis, Callinicus of Pelusium, Isaac of Letopolis (probably not at Serdica, since 
Eudaemon seems to have subscribed for him), and Lucius of Antinoopolis* The 
Festal Letter which Athanasius wrote shortly after his return in October 346 for 
Easter 347 closes with an appendix in which he lists sixteen recently appointed 
bishops in order that the recipients of the letrer may know ‘to whom to write 
and from whom to receive letters’ (Festal Letter 19.10). By 348 the total number 
ofEgyprian bishops loyal ro Athanasius had almost doubled from 335: no fewer 
than ninety-four appended their names to a copy of the western synod\cal letrer 
from Setdica {Apol c. Ar. 49.3 Nos, 149-242), 

Equally significant, the Festal Letter for 347 reveals Melitian defections to 
the Athanasian side—-Arsenius at Hypsele, apparently Isaac at Nilepolis, 
Isidorus at Xois, and Paulus at Clysma. Furthermore, even though Athanasius 
complained bitterly that Melitians cooperated with Arians in 356 (Letter to the 
Bishops of Egypt and Libya 21/2), and the Festal Letters for 365, 367, and 369 
contain sustained attacks on the Melisians, especially for their extravagant cult 
of the martyrs,? only two Melitian bishops appear to have attended the Council 
of Seleucia in 359." It seems clear that by the later 360s the Melitiansof the Nile 
Valley were no more than a rural rump of ‘old believers,’ who had priests and 
monks but no ecclesiastical organisation, the bishops of the early days having 
died or defected without being systematically replaced.!* 

‘The restoration of sax privileges to the clergy loyal to Athanasius was not 
contingent on the removal of existing privileges from the Melitian clergy and 
clergy who had supported Gregory (Apol c. Ar. $6.2/3). In places where there 
were rival bishops, both now enjoyed exemption from civic liturgies. Probably 
to the period immediately after Athanasius’ return should be assigned the 
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Hermopolite land registers, the surviving parws of which jist the cit'zens of one of 
the four wards of Hermopolis in the Thebaid with the size of their landholdings 
in the nome and citizens of Ant noopolis who owned land in the Hermopolite 
nome." Not only do these lists yield to sophisticated analysis to produce a pic- 
ture of landholding patterns in'a peasant society,” but they include four bish- 
ops—Dios of Hennopolis, who owned more than one hundred and twenty 
arourae, and three bishops from Ant‘noopolis: Arion, whese election 
Athanasius confirmed in 347; Ammonianus {or Ammonius), who had previ- 
ously shared the see with Tyrannus (now presumably dead); and Macarius, 
who, by a process of elimination, must be the successor of the Lucius who at- 
tended the Council of Serdica as the Melitian bishop of the city.4 

The restoration of Athanasius probably also occasioned changes in the local 
adm’inistratron to reflectthe new constellation of power. The chance survival of 
the archive of papers which Flavius Abinnaeus took to Philadelphi'a when he re- 
tired as commander of the fort at Dionysias in the Arsinoite nome gives a 
glimpse of vicissitudes which may have beset many officials in Egypt in these 
years. After a long military service in the Thebaid, Abinnaeus had escoxted 
ambassadors of the Blemmyes to Constantinople in 336, where the emperors 
Constantine and Constantius gave him the honorary rank of protector. 
Abinnaeus then escorted the Blemmyes back to their nati've land. Next, he 
brought recruits from the Thebaid to Constantius at Hierapolis in Syria (pre- 
sumably in 339 or 340) and received an imperial letter of appoinunent as prefect 
of the Ala @uinta Praelectorum and commander of the fort at Dionysias. 

In Egypt the bureau of the dux et eomes Valacius refused to act on the leteer 
because other men had produced similar letters. Abinnaeus thereupon submit- 
ted a petition to the emperors, to which he clearly received a favorable reply, 
since he had already assumed his post as praepositus at Dionysias by 29 March 
342.' During the course of the year 344 Valacius sent Abinnaeus a brusque let- 
ter of dismissal,” which the latter prepared to contest by traveling to court: two 
letters of I and 2 February 345 promise to reimburse him for expeuses in fur- 
thering the interest of others besides himself."* Again, Abinnaeus was successful. 
But he may not have needed to present h'umself at court. Probably in 345 
Valacius was thrown from his horse and died from the accident within three 
days” by 1 May 346 Abinnaeus had obtained reinstatement, and ke remained 
at his post until at least February 351.20 Valacius had helped Gregory in Alexar- 
dria, allegedly whipping monks and assaulting bishops and virgins in order to 
s@curecooperation with the anti-Athanasian bishops (Hist. Ar. 12.3).1r is tempt- 
ing to see in Abinnaeus a Christian who sympathised with Athanasius and per 
haps even supported him act’vely in the Arsinoite nome, and to attribute a large 
patt of his difficulties with Valacius to their different political and eccles‘tastical 
allegiances? C 

Athanasius had enjoyed the goodwill and political support of monks in rural 
Egypt from the very start of his episcopate.” In 336, after he departed into exile 
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in Trier, Antony wrote to Constantine on Athanasius’ behalf, and after his re- 
tum he demonstrated his support of the embattled bishop by visiting Alexandria 
during the summer of 338.2 The years following 346 saw a strengthening of this 
alliance. When Antony died c. 355, he divided his clothing among Athanasius, 
Serapion of Thuis, and his own disciples’ Much further up the Nile from 
Antony’s Outer Mountain, the Pachomian communities of the Thebaid exhib- 
ited equal loyalty to the restored metropolitan of Egypt, and seme Pachomian 
menks traveled to Alexandn’a in 346 in order to welcome him back.* On the 
other hand, the letter which Athanasius wrote some weeks before Faster 354 
urging the monk Dracontius to allow h'unself to be consecrated as a bishop may 
be a sign that the monks of Egypt wished to remain a certain independence of 
action by remaining ouside the ecclesiastical hierarchy controlled by the metro- 
politan of Alexandria.* 

Athanasius also had considerable political support outside Fgypt. He could 
count on the continuing goodwill of the emperor Conssens and the western 
bishops. Moreover, two of his oldest enemies changed sides and began toconfess 
him innocent of all the charges ever brought against him. In 347 a council of 
western bishops met in Rome and condemned Photius.” Ussacius of 
Singidunum and Valens of Mursa came, fearful that their frequent condemna- 
tions of Athanasius would become the cause of their own depositien, even 
though they had expressly repudiated ‘Arian’ ideas at the Ceuncil of Milan two 
yearseatlier. They approached the bishop of Rome and submitted to him a letter 
written in Valens’ own hand which he and Ursacius subscribed jointly in the 
presence of Julius: the two llyrian bishops declared that al! the accusations 
which they had ever made against Athanasius were false and lacked any basis. 
The bishop of Rome formally accepted this declaration, and the council over 
wh'tch he was presiding admitted Ursacius and Valens to communion.28 

As the two Pannonian bishops were returning home, they met the priest 
Moses, who was taking a message from Paulinus, the bishop of Trier, to 
Athanasius: at Aquileia they gave him a copy of their submission to Julius and a 
brief letter of salutation to the bishop of Alexandria expressing confidence in 
him Moses (it appears) took the two documents with him from Aquileia to 
Alexandria: that at least seems to be the most suitable hypothesis to explain how 
Athanasius could say that copies of the two letvers of Ursacius and Valens, one 
of which was addressed to h'unself, were sent to him by Paulinus of Trier (Apol. 
c. Ar. 58.1; Hist. Ar 26.2), Paulinus {it may be deduced) had written to 
Athanasi'us to announce that he had just been elected bishop in place of the de- 
ceased Mawiminus.” 


Athanasius appeared secure. But Constentius had allowed the resteration of 
Paul and Athanasius to Constantinople and Alexandria only out of political 
weakness and necessity, presumably judging that the military situation in 
Mesoporemia made it impossible to resist his brother's threat to restore the wo 
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bishops by ferce. Paul and Athanasius were soon again in peril. The bishop of 
Constantinople was the more vulnerable and was therefore attacked first, prob- 
ably in the early months of 349. 

Paul was accused by Macedom'us, who had been elected bisbop of 
Constantinople in place of Eusebius in the winter of 341/2, but had of necessity 
yielded place to Paul when he and Athanasius were restored, An accusation im- 
plies a trial, and the wial ofa bishop implies a council of bishops. Paul was con- 
demned, deposed, and sent to Constantius at Singara in iron fetters: Constantius 
sent his praetorian prefect Flavrus Philippus to arrest Paul and convey him safely 
to court.’ Paul was taken to Emesa (presumably accompanying the court there), 
and from Emesa he was sent into exile at Cucusus in Cappadocia, remote in the 
Taurus Mountains (Hist. Ar. 7.1, 3-6).* 

The council which condemned Pau! is known only from a single ohscure al- 
lusion in the Historyof the Arians which Athanasius wrote several years later. It 
was probably, fer reasens of prudence, net held in Constantinople iwelf, but in a 
nearby city such as Nicaea or Nicomedia, whose hishops were firmly in the op- 
posite camp in ecclesiastical politics? Some time later, probably in the aurumn 
of 349, a council was held at Antioch which condemned and deposed 
Athanasius. This council stands on explicit attestation in the Ecclesiastical His- 
tory of Sozomenus: 


Those who rejected the creed of Nicaea very assiduously exetted them- 
selves in the palace to expel from their churches all those who bad been 
remaved from effice by them on the grounds that tbey were heterodox 
and had, while Conssans was still alive, endeavored to bring the two 
halves of the empire Auto conilict with each other, because Constans had 
threatened his brother with war if he did not receive them back, as has 
been explained before. They particularly accused Athanasius: because of 
their excessive hatred of him, they did not refrain from open hostility 
even when Constans was still alive and when Constantius was pretending 
to be his friend, but assembled in Antioch—Narcissus the Cilician, 
Theedorus the Thracian, Eugenins of Nicaea, Patrophilus of Scythopolis, 
‘Menophantus of Ephesus, and others, about another thirty in all—and 
wrote to bishops everywhere to the effect that Athanasius had returned to 
Alemundria in violation of the laws of the church, without having been 
pronounced innocent at a council, only through the partisan activity of 
those who shared his opinions. They exhorted [the recipients of the letter] 
not to communicate with or write to Athanasius, but te Geerge, who had 
been elected by them. 


The context of this notice is both mistaken and confused. Sozomenus presents 


the Council of Antioch which deposed Athanasius as.a consequence of the death 
of Julius, and jumbles up « series of events in what seems almost a random or- 
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der: the death of Magnentius (353), the rebellion of Silvanus (355), the Jewish 
revolt (352), the execution of Gallus (354), Coustantr'us’ visit to Rome (357), 
and the death of Julius (352). Bur what Sozomenus reports about the council 
itself points to a date before January 358--and appears to derive from the 
counci?’s synodical letter, which he will have found in the cellection of anti- 
Athanasian conciltar documents compiled by Sabinus of Heraclea in the 360s.** 

Sozomenus supplies the names of the principal bishops who attended, and he 
can hardly be mistaken over the content of a letter whose date clearly puzeled 
him.” Moreover, the existence of such a council can be confirmed from 
Athanasius himself. The structure of the Defense against the Arians necessivates 
a somewhat complicated hypothesis to explain the genesis of the work. Despite 
some rewriting at the end, the bipartite shape and overall argument of the De- 
fense against the Arians indicate that it is basically a document composed be- 
tween 347 and 350,3* When most of the last two chapters, which allude to 
events of 357, is removed, the Defense presents a ceherent case which makes 
perfect sense in the context of 349--and at no later date. Athanasius relies 
heavily on the pal'inode of Ursacius and Valens in 347: after they withdrew their 
retcaction of the charges against him in 350/1, that would have been an ex- 
tremely lame central argument around which to censteuct a case. Consequently 
the hypothesis that Athanasius composed the Defense agaiest the Arians in ap- 
proximately its present form in 349 for submission to the Council of Antioch, 
which Sozomenus reports, both solves a serious literary problem and explains 
the motivatien of the work. 

Although it is certain that Athanasius did not leave Egypt to attend this 
council in Antioch, he may have sent trusted envoys to Syria with the Defense 
against the Arians to peesent to the assembled bishops. The work has two quite 
separate parts, The second is a sewerking of the defense which Athanasius had 
elaborated for Julius at Rome nearly a decade earlier and deals with Athanasius’ 
career under Constantine.” The first part extends the same method of aigumen- 
tation to Athanasius’ career after 337. It quetes documents at length, linking 
them together with brief commentary in order to present Athanasius as one 
whose conduct has been thoroughly investigated and thoroughly vindicated. 
The main documents quoted are: 


(1) the letter of the Council of Alexandria in the early months of 338 (3-19); 

(2) the letter of Julius in 341 replying to the synodical letter of the ‘Dedication 
Council? at Antioch (21-35); 

(3) three {etters of the western bishops at Serdica: the first a letter addressed spe- 
cifically to the church of Alexandria (37-40), the second a letter in almost 
identical terms to the bishops of Egypt and Libya (41), the third the synodi- 
cal letter to bishops of the catholic church everywhere-—with no fewer than 
two hundred and eighty-three names appended as signatories (42-50); 
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(4) eight letters relating toAthanasius’ return to Alexandria in 346, including six 
written by Constantius (52-57); 

(5} the letters of Ursacius and Valens to Julius and Athanasius withdrawing their 
charges against Athanasius (58). 


‘The overall argument is that bishops of independent judgement, councils of 
bishops unswayed by perry animosit’es, and even the emperor Constantius him- 
self all agree thatthe charges made agaimst Athanasius in the past have all been 
proven baseless. The previously composed second part of the Defense comple- 
meats the arguments of the first by reviewing the struggles of Athanasius against 
Melitians and Atians in the early years of his episcopate, from 328 until his res- 
toration by Constantinus in 337. 

Athanasius lays particular swess on the change of mind by Ursacius and 
Valens, who have preferred a brief embarrassment to eternal punishment for 
calumny (88.3). The inwroduction and peroration make the circumstances of 
cempesitron clear. Athanast'us begins by expressing surprise that he needs to de- 
fend himself once mere, that his enemies, who have so often been confounded, 
assert that his whole case ought to be tried yet aga’. That is arrant nonsense: 
“My cause needs no further judgment, for it hasbeen judged, not once or twice, 
but many times’ (1.1). Athanasius reels off a list of councils which have vindi- 
cated hiure a council of alinost a hundred bishops in Egypt, a council of more 
than fifty bishops at Rome, the great Council of Serdica convened ‘at the com- 
mand of the most pious emperors Constantius and Constans’—councils whose 
verdicts Ursacius and Valens have confirmed by repenting of their former stan- 
ders, There is, therefore, no need to rehash yet again matters which so many dis- 
tinguished bishops have investigated and upon which they have often pro- 
nounced an unambiguous verdict (1/2). After this introduction, Athanasius 
proceeds to quote documents in extenso with relatively brief linking comments 
until he reaches his peroration, which proclaims that everyone who knows the 
facts can see thar the charges are false and that so many bishops have been right 
to pronounce him innecent (88, 30).** 

‘Whether or not the Defense against the Ariares was in factlaid before it, the 
Council of Antiech condemned and deposed Athanasius, Bur before its verdict 
could be enforced or George installed as bishep of Alexandria, political condi- 
tions changed with startling suddenness. 


XII 


THE USURPATION OF 
MAGNENTIUS 


CONSTANS WAS NOT A POPUIAR AND WIDELY RESPECTED RULER. WRIT- 
ing in 361, Aurelius Victor charged him with rabid pederasty, headlong avan'ce, 
and the employment of corrupt ministers. More servous, he alienated both high 
civiftan officials and his military high command, and on 18 January 350 his 
most successful general was proclaimed Augustus at Aurun.? The new emperor 
who replaced Constans was a surprising choice. Magnentius, born at Amiens of 
a Brit’sh father and Frankish mother, had begun his career as 2 common soldier: 
on noninal criteria, therefore, he was doubly disqualified from the imperial 
purple.’ Constans fled and tried to reach the Mediterranean to take ship to Iraly, 
buthe was caught at Helena, south of Narbo, and killed.* Magnentius soon con- 
trolled Rome and Italy, where Fabius Tit'ianus, who had served Constans faith- 
fully for nearly ten years as praetorian prefect of Gaul, became praefectes urbi 
on 27 February’ Magnennus crossed from Gaul to north Itly and seized 
Emona and the passes throug’ the Julian Alps leading tothe Balkans.‘ He failed, 
however, to gain control of the Hyrian portion of Constans’ domains. 
Constantina, a daughter of Constantine probably resident in Rome, helped to 
put up the magister pedituen in Illyricum as emperor on 1 March: despite later 
innuendo, Vetranio was proclaimed emperos, not to challenge Constanttus, but 
to forestall a second real rebellion.’ Moreover, the usurper’s hold on Rome was 
fragile. Julius Nepotianus, the son of Constantius’ sister Eutropia, was pro- 
claimed emperor on 3 June, though suppressed by Magnentius’ forces before the 
month was out." 

Initially at least, Magnentius hoped to gain recognition from Constantius as 
ruler of the West, and he attempred negotiations with Vetran‘o and Constamius 
to that effect? It was perhaps the rebellion and suppression of Nepotianus 
which convinced him that war was unavoidable, In July or August 350 (s0 it 
seems) Magnentius ceased issuing coinage in the name of Constantius as his 
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senior celleague and proclaimed his brother Decentius Caesar in Milan,” The 
usurper no longer aspired to join the Constantinian dynasty, hut to supplant it. 
Nevertheless, he sought political legitimacy by marrying Justina, a gir! who ap- 
pears to have been a gteat-granddaughter of Constantine.” 

Magnentius’ policies and propaganda reflected both the weakness of his po- 
sition as a usurper and hisclaim to replace an incompetent and corrupt régime. 
He depicted himself frem the outset as the ‘liberaror of the Roman world,’ the 
‘restorer of liberty and the state,’ the ‘preserver of the soldiers and the 
provinc'uals.”” A little later, after the rebellion of Nepetianus and its suppression, 
coms of the Roman mint proclaimed ‘liberty restored for the second time’ (bis 
restituta libertas) and ‘the renewal of the city of Rome’ (retobatio urbis 
Rome}—phrases with a long history and traditional appeal. The coinage of 
Trier promised ‘recovery of successful times’ (fellicivun) temp(orum) reparatio), 
and one issue associated this traditional theme with a reverse depicting 
Magnentius in military dress standing on a galley holding Victory on a globe 
and the labarum with its Christogram.* The usurper compared himself to 
Constantine, who, unlike his unfortunate sons, had enjoyed great poli’cal and 
nuilitary success, which he atcribused to his conversion to Christianity. Despive 
the chorus of vituperanion after his death, which depicted him as a pagan as 
well as a tyrant, Magnenwius was a Christian, Nevertheless, as one who chal- 
lenged an established rules, he needed to seek polit‘cal support wherever hecould 
find it. 

Constantine had declwed to extend to the West the prohibition of sacrifice 
and the spoliatt‘on of pagan temples which he ordained in the East afrer his de- 
feat of Licinius.” Constans extended the prohibition to Italy in 341, and 
Firmicus Maternus urged him to seize temple treasures—a process which may 
have begun in the West by 35@."? For, in the suburbs of Rome iwself, the ancient 
confraternity of the Arvalbrethren ceased to use the baths attached to she sanc- 
tuary of the dea Dia—which implies that they also ceased to perform their an- 
nual cites of worship of the goddess.” Magnentius appears to have rescinded his 
predecessor’s prohibition of pagan sacrifice, since Consrantius in 353 ordered 
that ‘nocturnal sacrifices allowed on the authority of Magnentius be abolished 
and the wicked license be rejected in the furure.”" Such official toleration of sac- 
rifice looks like a clumsy attemprto curry favor with pagan aristecrats. 

‘Magnentius secured Africa very quickly” and made overtures to known dis- 
sidents in the East. Magnentius’ approach to Paul proved fatalto the imprisened 
bishop, Paul was starved for six days in a small, dark cell, then strangled, alleg- 
edly on the orders of the praetorian prefect Philippus. Philagrius, who was then 
vicarius of Pontica, wrote to friends of Athanasius to tell them what had hap- 
pened (Hist. Ar. 7.3 6). Athanasius armributes his motive to chagrin at not being 
permitted to supervise the murder himself, but it seems more likely that he wrose 
to Egypt by way of warn'ng.? 

For his approach to Athanasius, Magnentius chose his envoys catefully— 
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ewe bishops, probably both Gallic, and two men who are otherwise totally un- 
known. The bishops were Servatius of Tongres and Maximus, whose see is un- 
certain: both had attended a Gallic councrl in the 340s which probably reaf- 
firmed the decisions of the Council of Serdica* They were accompanied by 
Valens, the leader of the embassy, and Clementius: it can safely be assumed that 
both were military men and, since they came to Egypt by way of Libya, that they 
had helped to secure Africa for Magnentius. The four were, at least ostensibly, 
traveling as ambassadors to Constantius. For their reception in Alexandria, as 
for the whole episode, Athanast'us provides the only evidence—dlearly disin- 
genuous, but nonetheless revealing (Apol. ad Const. 9/10). Athanasius was ac- 
cused in 351 of treason not only for turning Constans against his bresher before 
350, but also for writing to Magnentius. The Defense before Constantixs ad- 
dresses this charge and attempts to rebut it (6-11). In the course of some tortu- 
ous pleading, Athanasius gives what appears to be a straightforward account of 
his reception of Maguentius’ envoys. 

The envoys, according to Athanasius, brought no letter addressed to him by 
the usurper—so how could he have written to a man whom he did not know? 
The bishop of Alexandria was afraid that he was marked eut for death asa 
friend and admirer of the murdered Constans. He had cecently received a letter 
from Constantius promising no less benevolence with his brother dead than be- 
fore his murder (10.1), and he repulsed the envoys’ advances, taking cate to ad- 
vertise his loyalty in public. He appeared before the populace of Alexandria in 
the presence of the dux Felicissimus, the catholiaes Rufinus, the magister 
privatae Stephanus, the certes Asterius, Palladius, who later became magister 
effisienun, and the agentes in rebus Antiochus and Evagrius. He announced: 
“Let us pray fer the safety of the most pious Augustus Constantius.’ All the 
people with one voice shouted in reply: ‘Christ, come te the aid of Constantius,” 
and continued to pray for some time. 

The public display of loyalty can hardly be gainsaid. But what happened in 
private? Athanasius’ enemies later produced a letter which they alleged he wrete 
in 350 to Magnentius. Athanasius claimed that it was a clever fergecy: 


Even if {my accuser] displays letters similar to my own, he does not have 
certain proof. For there are forgers who have often imitated even the 
hands of you emperers. The imitation dees not establish the genurrneness 
of the document, unless my normal scribes also authenticate the letters. I 
wish agein to ask those who have standered me the following questions: 
‘Who provided these letters? When and where were they discovered22$ For 
Thad men who weote {my letters}, while [Magnentius] had men to receive 
them from those who carried them and to hand them to him. Our 
[scribes] are present: order [those who received letters for Magnentius] to 
be summoned (for it is quite possible that they are alive) and tearn about 
these letrers. {11.2/3) 
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Itis extcemely difficult todivine where the truth lies. The hysterical tone of much 
of Athanasius’ argument on this issue inevisably raises suspicions. But would so 
canny a politician have taken the risk of entrust mg a secret letter to envoys who 
might be arrested and searched? On the other hand, Athanasius may have writ- 
ten a letter which Magnentius answered. It would have been entirely in charac- 
ter for him to repeat in 349 the stcategy which had defeated at least some of the 
earlier attempts to unseat hun—the strategy. of appealing to allies in the West. If 
Athanasius was condemned and deposed by a council of eastern bishops who 
met in Antioch in 349,% then it can be inferred with a high degree of probability 
that he wrote to Constans imploring his protection, The Defense before 
Constaitius could not admit this damaging fact without thereby acknowledging 
that Athanasius had engaged in treasonable correspondence—with Constans, if 
net with Magnenr'ws, If Constans had not answered rhe letter before 18 January 
350, Magnentius may be supposed to have writen to Athanasius in the early 
months of 350 assuring him of his support in the hope that the bishop of Alex- 
andria would respond by deraching Egypr from its allegiance to Constantius. 

Magnentius had some reason to expect Athanasius to welcome, or at least 
not to repulse, his overtures, For the praetorian prefect Philippus was already on 
his way to install George as bishop in Alexandria in his place when news 
reached the East that Constans was dead. But Constant'us too was a canny poii~ 
tician, He sensed the danger and acted as soon as he heard of the death of his 
brother. He immediately sent the cerres Asterius and the notarins Palladius to 
the cba and prefect of Egypt with orders overruling or countermanding 
Philippus’ instructions (Hist. Ar, 51.4). And he wrote personally to Athanasius. 
Constartius was alert and skilful enough ro know when weakness dictated a 
strategic withdrawal. He simply denied any desire to remove Athanasius from 
the see of Alexandcia: 


It will not have escaped your prudence that I always prayed that every 
success attend my late brother Constans. Your wisdom will easily be able 
to judge with how great a sorrow I was afflicted, when I learned that he 
had been murdered by the vilest treachery. Since there ate some who at 
the present time are trying to alarm you by so lamentable a tragedy, I have 
accordingly decided to send the present letser to your reverence, urging 
you to teach the people, as befits a bishop, to conform to the established 
religion and according to custom to spend your time in prayers with 
them, and not to believe any rumors which may reach you. For it is our 
resolve that, in accordance with our wishes, you be bishop in your own 
place for all time. (Apol. ad Const, 23)” 


‘The emperor added in his own hand the salutatYon ‘the godhead preserve you 
for many years, beleved father, and his letter was in Athanasius’ hands before 
the envoys from Magnentius arrived in Alexandria (10.1). Constantius was us- 
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ing diplomatic guile, not expressing his real wishes. Athanasius can hardly have 
been deceived, but he decided, doubtless out of calculation rather than loyalty or 
trust in the emperor's assurances, to spurn the overtures from Magnentits— 
however much he might inwardly hope for the defeat of Constamius. For his 
part, the emperor was deterinined to turn his attention back to ecclesiastical 
politics as soon as the impending civil war permitted. 


Constantius was in Fdessa when news came of the death of Constans, and 
Shapur’s third siege of Nisibis compelled him to spend the summer and autumn 
of 350 defending Roman Mesopotamia. It was late in the year before he 
crossed Asia Minor and advanced into Europe. At Serdica his forces mingled 
with those of Vetranio, who resigned the imperial purple at Naissus in a care- 
fully staged ceremony on 25 December? Constantius then probably began 10 
reside in Sirmium, and gave serious thought to the future of the Constantinian 
dynasty. 

Since Constantius had no issue, his heir presumptive was his closest male 
relative, Gallus was the second son of Julius Constantius, a much younger half- 
brother of Constanu'ne, who emerged as a power at court late in his reign, was 
given the title of patricius, and held the ordinary consulate in 335.3" After the 
death of Constantine, Julius Constantius and his eldest son were killed in the 
dynastic bloodbath which removed actual and potential rivals of the sons of the 
late emperor. The eleven- or twelve-year-old Gallus was spared, on grounds of 
age and because his sister was married co the emperor Constantius (Hist. Ar. 
69.1}, and with hum his still younger half-brother Julian." While Eusebius, the 
bishop of Constantinople, lived, Gallus and Julian stayed in Nicomedia under 
his supervision. Subsequently, Constantius sent them to a remote imperial estate 
at Macellum in Cappadocra, where for six years they were isolated, closely con- 
fined, and entrusted (it appears) to the spiritual care of the George who was to 
replace Athanasius as bishop of Alexandria.” Since Constants’ marriage was 
still childless, he realised that he needed to employ his cousins to stabilise his 
own throne. Gallus was summoned to court, invested with the purple on 1 
March 351, and sent to Antioch toadminister the East with the rank of Caesar? 

The course of the campaign between Constann'us and Magnentius in 
Pannonia can be reconstructed in outline, although many details remain un- 
clear.” The opposing armies wintered far apart: Magnentins close to the passes 
through the Julian Alps ito Italy, Constantius in Sirmium preparing to march 
westward. It appears that in the spring of 351 Constantius’ generals attempred 
to break through into Italy but were repulsed. When Magnentis sought to put- 
sue his advantage and occupied Siscia,* they were able to regroup and force a 
decisive battle at Mursa while Constantius awaited the eutcome in safety at 
Sirmium. On 28 September 351, the ferces of Constantius won a clear but costly 
victory after enormous losses on both sides."* Magnentius fled to Aquileia and 
blocked the crossing of the Julian Alps. Constantius consolidated his control of 
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the Balkans, wintercameon, and it seems that in the followingcampaigningsea- 
son the emperor needed te do battle with the Sarmatians before he could enrer 
Iraly.2” Aquileia was still under Magnentius’ control on 28 July 352,2* but the 
forces of Constantius broke through into the north Isalian plain in August, the 
whole of Iealy rapidly came over,® and on 26 September 352 Constantius’ nomi- 
nee became praefectus urbi at Rome: he was Naeratius Cerealis, the materral 
uncle of the Caesar Gallus.“ 

‘Magnentius retreated to Gaul in the hope of maintar‘ning his régime there. 
But it was vain for Magnentius and his Caesar Decentius to hope for the safety 
which their contage proclaimed‘! In the summer of 353 the forces of 
Constantius crossed the Alps, and in Trier a certain Poemenius raised the stan- 
dard of rebellion in the name of Constantius.’ A battle at Mons Seleucus 
doomed the usurper, Magnentius commuted suicide at Lyon on 10 August 353, 
Decentius at Senseight days later,*? Censranu'us proceeded to Lyon and repealed 
‘Magnentius’ unpopular enactments.” He then araveled south to Arles for the 
winter, where he celebrated his tricennalia (presumably on 8 November 353). 

In the East, Gallus was not a success. Although he suppressed a Jewish rebel- 
lion (apparently in 352),** he soon embroiled himself in bitter conflicts both with 
the people of Antioch and with the officials whom Constantius had sent to the 
East.” ‘The Caesar forgot that Constantius intended him to be a meze 
figurehead, necessaty for political and dynastic reasons, but with the real power 
vested in experienced administrators whom he himself had appointed. By 354 
the situat‘on had become intolerable and embarrassing. While Constantius bus- 
ied himself on the upper Rhine, Gallus was persuaded to come to court. When 
the Caesar reached Poetovio, he was arrested, swipped of the imperial purple, 
tried secretly for high treason, and executed at Pola.” 

The problem of how to rule so vast an empire still remained. And there were 
serious problems in Gaul as well as the permanent danger of Persian attack in 
Mesopotamia, In August 355 the Frank Silvanus was proclaimed emperox. Al- 
though officers of Constant us assassinated him a month later, the Rhine frontier 
was breached in the autumn and Cologne sacked.* Constantius, residing in 
Milan after a spring campaign against the Alamanni, proclamed Gallus’ 
younger brother Julian Caesar on 6 November 355 and sent him to Gaul witha 
carefully selected staff of high officials.5* 


The pesthumeus reputation of Constantius was fixed for larer generations of 
Christians by Athanasius, especially in his History of the Arians, by Hilary of 
Poitiers in his Against Constantius, and by Lucifer of Caralis: all thee damned 
him as an ‘Arian,’ a persecutor, a devil incarnate, or even an Antichrist. This 
hostile picture does nor correspond either to the complicated realities of ecclesi- 
astical polities or to the sent uments of the majority of eastern Christians during, 
Constantius’ lifetime. A letter from an imporeant bishop illustrates how he was 
widely respected as a worshy successor of his father 
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Cyril of Jerusalem probably compesed his Catechetical Lectures in 348 
while he was stil a priest: these lectures, delivered to prepare catechumens for 
baptism, provide a systematic exposition of Christian doctrine, marshaled 
around the focal baptismal creed of Jerusalem. Cyril's theology is couched in 
somewhat old-fashioned language, and it has been claimed that ‘he began as an 
anti-Nicene conservative, sttongly opposed to Marcellus of Ancyra.* But Cyril 
was aware enough of controversial issues to repudiate firmly (if anonymously) 
tenets associated with the name of Arius, and his theological view's were close 
enough to the intent of the Nicene creed, frst to cause him political difficulu'es 
with his eastern colleagues between 357 and 361, then to win hima lasting repu- 
tation for orthodoxy. After a career of vicissiuudes,$* Cyril was accepted at the 
Council of Constantinople in 381: he died in secure possession of the see of 
Jerusalem in 387, and his writings were thereafter cegarded as a reposicery of 
sound theology.” Yet the earliest stages of his career reveal a bishop allied to the 
enemies of Athanasius. 

Cynil was elected bishop of Jerusalem in succession to Max‘umus, the ally of 
Athanasius (Apol. c. Ar. 57), who either died or was deposed-—er possibly, given 
the divergent reporis, died when about to be deposed by the Council of Antioch 
which condemned Athanasius in 349. Cyril was the nominee, or at least enjoyed 
the support, of Acacius of Caesarea, and Jerome later alleged that he became 
bishop by expelling Heraclius, whom the dying Maximus had designated as his 
suecessor.* Within a very few years Cyril wrote to Constantius t0 describe a 
miraculous happening in Jerusalem on 7 May 351? On that day an enormous 
cross of light appeared in the sky, stretching from Golgotha to the Mount of 
Olives: it was brighter than the sun, remained for several hours, and was seen by 
everyone in the city, Cyril felt impelled to announce to the emperor this sign of 
divine approval of his rule, a heavenly sign more powerful (he proclaimed) than 
the discovery of the true cross in Jerusalem in the reign of Constantine. 

Cyn\’s motives were no doubt in part at least self-serving, for such a manifes- 
tation of divine approval “in Jerusalem might favorably dispose the emperor 
toward the city and i bishop, It is more significant that Cyril Ratters 
Constantius in the fashion of any Christian panegyrist as a true believer from 
birth, as a theological expert, as a div'uely appointed and inspired guardian of 
the church. And he closes with the following salutation: 


May the God of the universe preserve you with your whole house for us 
for many peaceful yearly cycles in health, adorned with every virtue, dis- 
playing your customary loving concem (philanthropia) fer the holy 
churches and the Roman Empire, glorious with greater rewards of piety, 
Augustus, most God-loving emperor. 


Cyril's letter will have reached Constantius some time before the decisive 
battle against Magnentius. The emperor's coinage was invoking the aid of God 
by proclaiming, in the familiar phrase which evoked his father’s battle against 
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Maxentiusat the Milvian Bridge, ‘in this sign you will conquer’ (boc signo victor 
eris)$* Whatever else was in his mind, Cyn clearly intended to win imperial 
faver by predicting a victory which he implicitly presented as inevisable. Valens 
of Mursa is reported to have achieved the same result by the more mundane 
method of employing swift messengers so that he could be the first to inform 
Constantius when the victory was won—with the result that Constantius fre- 
quently declared that he owed his victory more to the intezcess‘on of Valens than 
to the valor of his army. 
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ALTHOUGH THE COUNCIL OF SIRMIUM MET LATE IN 351,’ ONE IMPOR- 
tant preparatory step had been taken befere the Battle of Mursa, probably in the 
spring. Basil of Ancyra interrogated Photinus about his theological views in the 
presence of eight officials of Constantius, some of very high rank: they included 
Taurus, the future consul of 361; Datianus and Cerialis, who held the consulate 
together in 358; and Thalassius, the praetorian prefect of Gallus—which im plies 
that Gallus and his prefect had not yet left court to reside at Antioch.? These dig- 
nitaries attended, not as judges to try Photinus,* but as witnesses to the accutacy 
of the record of the interrogatron made by shorthand writers, who produced 
three sealed copies, one for Constantius, one for the eovsites themselves, and one 
for use by the council of bishops destined to decide whether the theology of 
Photinus was orthodox or heretical. This preliminary invest gation must not be 
confused with the council proper, whose decisions were to provide the basis for 
Constantius’ atrempt to enforee his ecclesiastical policies in the newlyconquered 
‘West, 

The Council of Sirmium took three decisions which were announced in a 
single synodi'cal lertec. First, it condemned and deposed Photinus, replacing him 
with Germinius from Cyzicus,* and Marcellus of Ancyra was {as befere) asseci- 
ated with his disciple in the condemnation. Second, the council reiterated the 
creed originally drawn up at Antioch in 342. To the original text of the creed 
and its repudiation of the most notorious views associated with Arius were now 
added twenty-six brief anathemas to replace the complex formulations of the 
‘long creed’ of 344: a few rejected the caricature of Arius’ views current in the 
West, but the majority proscribed the views of Marcellus and Phot'nus, though 
without naming the pair’ Third, the Council of Sirrnium again condemned and 
deposed Athanasius. 

‘This crucial fact nowhere stands on fully explicit record. Yet Sulpicius 
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Severus speaks of a joint condermation of Phor‘inus, Marcellus, and Athanasius 
ina context which can hardly refer to any eccasion other than the Council of 
Sinmium,é and a condemnation of Athanasius by the council is a necessary by- 
pothesis, both a priori, since his deposition by the Council of Antioch in 349 had 
been set aside,’ and in order to explain the subsequent course of events. For it 
was tocontrovert his cendemnatr‘on by a council of hostile bishops shortly after 
350 that Athanasius originally composed his Defense before Constantius and 
the evidence direcrly pertaining to the Councils of Arles in 353/4 and Milan in 
355 strongly implies that it was the synodical letter of the Council of Sirmium 
which was placed before the western bishops for their signatures, and that that 
fetter contained both a creed and a joint condemnation of Marcellus, Photinus, 
and Ad:anasius.” 

The Council of Sirmium wrote to Julius, the bishop of Rome, but he died on 
12 April 352 before he could take any action.!? It thus fell to his successor 
Liherius, who was consecrated in May 352," to find the correct diplomatic re- 
sponse. Liberius acted as his predecessor had a dozen years earlier.? He ap- 
pointed himself as an arbrtrator in the dispute between Athanasius and his en- 
emies, and sent three priests from Rome to Alexandria. In his fetter of 357, 
which constitutes the only clear evidence for his action, Liherius claims that he 
was monivated by a desire fer peace and cencerd between the churches, and that 
he had invited Athanasius to come to Rome so that a decision could be madein 
accordance with ecclesiastical discipline, with a threat to cut him off from com- 
munion with the church of Rome if he refused,” The invitat’on can hardly be 
doubted, bur in 357, when writing to the eastern bishops after his capitulat‘on 
to the demands of Censtantius, Libertus had reason enough to misrepresent the 
tenor of his letter of 352. Ar the earlier date, he cannot have threatened to ex- 
communicate Athanasius, since such a threat would have been tantamount to 
accepting the validity of his depositien by the Council of Sirmium. Rather, be 
invited both parties to come or to send representatives to Rome, 

Athanasius declined to come. Instead, as in 338, he convened a council of 
Egyptian bishops, seventy-five or eighty in number, which reiterated his inno- 
cence, adding for geod measure that this Counci! of Alexandn’a was attended by 
a larger number of bishops than were present at the Council of Sirmium,* When. 
this letter was transmitted to Italy, Liberius conve.red a council of Italian bish- 
ops, presumably at Rome, to which he read the letter from Alexandria.’ The 
council reviewed the case of Athanasius, and it seems that it requested 
Constantius to convene a larger and more reptesentative counci! at Aquileia: 
such atleast is the implicatton of an allusion ina partially preserved letter which 
Liberv‘us wrote to Ossius in late 353 or early 354, where he refers to a request by 
Italian bishops to Constantius to convene a council at Aquileia.!¢ 

Tthad long been Athanasius’ strategy to assocrate his own cause with the de- 
fense of true faith, Hence it is plausible to conjectute that he wrote the work 
compendiously known as Ozt the Cevncil of Nicaea in response to Liberius’ let- 
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ter of 352 in order to put the Council of Nicaea and its creed at the centre of 
ecclesiasn’cal controversy.” The work opens like a letter: 


You have done well in telling me of the question you put to those who 
were advocating the views of Arius, among whom were both some of the 
accomplices of Eusebius and very many brothers who believe what the 
church teaches. I welcome your Chiist-loving vigilance which well ex- 
posed the impiety of their heresy, but I am astounded at their shameless- 
ness, Although the Arian arguments have been shown to be rotten and 
futile, and they themselves have been condemned by all for every perver- 
sity, nevertheless, even after this they have been complaining like the 
Jews, and saying: ‘Why did those who assembled at Nicaea use terms not 
in scripture, “from the essence” and “of the same essence” (homo- 
outsios)? You, as a learned man, showed that they were talking nonsense 
in spite of thetr subterfuges of this sort. (1.1/2) 


Athanasins compares the Arians at length to the Jews who killed Christ, then 
observes: 


Knowing this, I would have made no reply to their questions. But since 
your friendliness has asked to bein formed of what was done at thecoun- 
cil, I have not delayed. By reply I have told [you] how it happened then, 
showing briefly how destitute the Arian heresy is of pious wisdom and 
how they only frame evasions. (2.3) 


Athanasius gives a brief and selec’ ve account of the Council of Nicaea, concen~ 
‘wating on the phrase ‘from the essence’ and the word ‘of the sane essence.’ He 
points out hew Eusebiusof Caesarea accepted them as part of the church's faith 
and the tradition of the fathers (3/4). He quotes Eusebius’ embarrassed letter to 
his congregation in an appendix to prove that Acacius, the successor of 
Eusebius, knows this perfectly well and is therefere acting inconsistently in re- 
jecting these terms (3.5, cf. 33). That should be an allusion to Acacius’ role at 
Sirmium, though Athanasius nowhere refers explicitly to the council, 

On the Council of Nicaea comprises four main sections. First, Athanasius 
discusses in what sense Christ is the Son of God. He poses a dilemma between 
the adoptive and essential senses of the word, and ridicules Arian attempts to 
find a third sense: the choice lies between the teaching of the Sadducees and Paul 
of Samosata, which Athanasius expounds, and catholic doctrine (6-17), Next, 
Athanasius argues that the phrase ‘from the essence” and the word ‘of the same 
essence’ embody that teaching and were chosen by the Council of Nicaea pre- 
cisely in order to contradsct ‘the impious phrases of the Arians’ and to preserve 
the true sense of the scriptures (18-24). Third, Athanasius quotes Theegnostus, 
Dionysius of Alexandria, Dionysius of Rome, and even @rigen to demonstrate 
that the Council of Nicaea did not invent the phrases which the Arians have 
impugned (25-27). Finally, Athanasius closes his argument by objecting to 
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Arian use of the term ‘unoriginate’ (agenetes) as borrowed from pagans and 
theologically misleading (28-32), 

In the manuscripts of On the Counell of Nicaea, there then follow not only 
the letrer which Eusebius of Cacsarea wrote from Nicaea to his congregation in 
Palestine justifying his acceptanee of the creed of 325 (33), but also a sheaf of 
other documents in which Atius and his allies are condernned: 


(1) the deposition of Arius by Alexander of Alewandria in a letter of Alexander 
to the clergy of Alexandria and the Mareotis, recited by him in theie pres- 
ence, asking them to subscribe to his citcular letter encommunicating Ariu:s, 
followed by that letter and its subscripnions (c. 320); 

(2)a letter of the Council of Nicaea to the churches in Egypt condemning Arius 
(325)5 

(3) a letter of Censtantine to the church of Alexandria announcing the condem- 
nation of Arius at Nicaea (325); 

(4) the letter of Constantine exiling Arius, brought to Alexandria in 333; 

(5) the long and abusive letter which Constantine wrote to Arius and his fellow 
Arians at the sane time; 

(6) Constantine’s lester to the church of Nicomedia announcing the deposition 
of Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognis of Nicaea (c. October 325); 

(7) Consrantine’s letter to Theodorus.” 


This dossier builds up a coherent ease. Athanasius argues that the creed of the 
Council of irminm in 351 expresses heretical ideas which the Council of Nicaea 
condemned long before. It has often been observed that the Nicene creed and its 
key term homoousios become prominent in theological debate only in the 
350s2° On the known facw, it can plausibly be claimed that it was Athanasius 
who brought it into prom’ inenceby sending his @7 the Council of Nicaea to the 
bishop of Rome in 352. He had devised a potent rallying-cry. 

Athanasius also needed to wage war on another front. He realised that 
Constann'us would uy to enforce the decisions of the Council of Sirmium as 
seon as political conditions permitted. Accerding'y, on 19 May 353, when he 
fenew that Constantius would soon invade Gaul, Athanastus sent Serapion of 
Thmuis, four other bishops, and three priests of Alexandria to court with a 
present for the emperor (Ilist. ac. 1.7; Index 25). Sozomenus reports that they 
had instructions to artemptto conciliate Constantius if at all possible, to reply t@ 
caluranies against Athanasius if it proved necessary, and to take any other mea- 
sures they might deer appropriate for the welfare of the church and the bishop 
of Alexandria.” These envoys probably carried with them the original version of 
Athanasius’ Defense before Constantius. 

Although the speech nowhere explicitly mentions the Council of Sirmium, 
Athanasius’ oblique and tendentious allusions to it suggest that he originally 
wrote to parry the charges on which the council had condemned and deposed 
him, Athanasius presents himself as the victim of a hostile plot (1.1). His en- 
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eies, who are rank Arians (6.2, 11.1), have written to the emperor (2.1}—that 
is, to put their letter in its proper historical context, which Athanasius conceals, 
they have written te Constantius to inform him officially of the decisions of the 
council, Athanasius answers in the literary form of a speech designed to be re- 
cited before Constantius, as if the emperor were conducting a formal trial of 
Athanasius in the presence of the accuser to whom the speech, refers several 
times® The literary forin may be artificial, but the charges against the bishop of 
Alexandria were real enough? 

It would be naive to suppose that what Athanasius selected for refutation 
comprised the whole of the case against him, A sentence in Socrates may imply 
that Athanasius was charged with disturbing all Egypt and Libya* And 
Athanasius himself reveals that ecclesiastical offenses, including the old charge 
of sacrilege, formed part of the indictment. Agninst these he rested his case on 
the letters quoted in the first pact of the Defense against the Arians and the 
palinode of Ursacius and Valens. The prooemiur of the speech presents as the 
basis of the whole argument the assumption that Constantius loves truth and 
God, that Athanasius is innocent of all suspicion, and that his accusers are 
proven calurnniators (1). 

In the original Befense before Constantius, Athanasius concentrated on 
three ‘slanders": that he had festered enmity between Constons and his brother; 
that he wrote to the usurper Magnentius; and that he showed disrespect for 
Constantius by using the newly constructed Great Church in Alexandria before 
it was formally dedicated, Athanasius had some explaining to do, and his rebut- 
tals of the charges, for all their vigorous eloquence, are often convoluted and 
evasive.” His answer to the first charge was twofold. First, he provested that nei- 
ther he nor Constans had ever spoken a harsh word to the other about 
Constantius, and he argued that he never spoke with Constans alone and in se- 
cret, so that the content of their conversations can easily be verified from the 
bishops or the high official who between them heard every word uttered during 
these audiences. Second, he gives an extremely compressed account of his deal 
ings with Constans down to 346, and appeals to what he said to Constantius at 
the three audiences to show that he never spoke evil of his adversaries (25). The 
answer to the charge of treasonable correspondence with Magnenuius had to 
overcome the fconvensent fact that a letter of Athanasius had been produced. 
‘The bishop dismalssed it as a forgery and argued on a priori grounds that it was 
absurd to imagine that he could have writen to someone whom he had never 
met. Could he have begun (he asks) by congratulating Magnentius on the mur- 
der of his own benefactor, of the pious Christ‘ans who had welcomed him as an 
exile in Rome? Magnentius was devil or demon, untrustworthy to his friends: 
he broke oaths, sinned against God, and employed magic (6~12). 

“The thied charge was easier to rebut. Athanasius had not dedicated the Great 
Church, since it was illegal to do so without Constantius’ instruction; he had 
merely used it as an emergency measure because of the size of the crowds fleck- 
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ing to worship at Easter During Lent many worshippers had almost been 
ctushed in the existing small churches: at Easter itself Athanasius wished to 
avoid unnecessary suffering and death, There were good precedents for using an 
unfinished church: Alewander had used the Church of Theonas while it was still 
being baile for similar reasons, while Athanasius had seen the same happen in 
Trier and Aquileia—where Constans himself attended the service (15.4). 
Athanasius then justified his action on more general practical grounds and 
ended with a long peroration in which he prayed that Constantius might live 
long and perform the dedieation: thechurch was ready, it only required his pres- 
ence, and it was the wish of all that he come to Alexandria to dedicate it 
(14-18). 

The Defense before Constantius was overtaken by events long before it 
reached the emperor in whose presence Athanasius had composed it to be re- 
cited, Four days after the envoys who carried it sailed from Alexandria, the 
palais Montanus arrived with a letter inviting Athanasius t0 come to the im- 
perial court (Apel. ad Censt. 19.4; Index 24; Hist. ac. 1.8). Athanasius seized on 
a reference in the letter to his own request tocome to Iaaly as a pretext for reject- 
ing the invitation, He had never made such a request. Had he done so, he would 
have been graveful to the emperor for granting it. But, since he had in fact not 
done so, it would be wrong for him to abandon his duties to visit one who 
granted his requests on behalf of the church even while he was absent. 
Athanasius protested in a written reply that he was ready to obey, but that since 
Constantius had issued no peremptory eemmand, only an invitation based on 
misinformation or a misapprehension, he had concluded that the emperor did 
not really wish him to come (Apol. ad Const, 19.4-21.4), 

Constantius had met his match in diplomau‘c evasion, but he was not yet 
willing to take the risk of attempting to supplant Athanasius by force. He tumed 
his attention to obtaining acceptance of the Council of Sirmium in the West. 
Some agents of this policy can be identified. The most prominent and most ac- 
tive were Sarurninus, bishop of Arles; Paternus of Périgueux; and Epicretus, the 
young bishop of Centumcellae on the Italian coast north of Rome2” Sarum nus 
and Patemus were Gauls themselves and estahlished bishops, but Epictetus ap- 
pears 0 have been an easterner imposed by Constantius after September 352 
(Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya 7; His. Ar 75.2)28 Auxentius, who 
became bishop of Milan in 355 and retained the see until his death in 374, came 
from Cappadocia (Hist, Ar. 75.1} and wasalleged ro have received ordination as 
a priest from Gregory in Alexandria. And the name of Zosimus, who replaced 
Maximus as bishop of Naples, probably also in 355, suggests that he too was of 
eastern origin.” 

Another bishop who played a preminent role, if only briefly, was Posemius, 
the first bishop of Lisbon known to history. Unfortunarely, there is little fourth- 
century evidence for his career except the biased and unreliable Libellus precum 
composed by twe followers of Lucifer of Caralis more than twenty years later, 
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and ir is difficult te reco: what contemporary writers report about the con- 
duct and beliefs of Potamius in the late 350s with the orthodoxy of those works 
which survive! According to the two Luciferians, Potamius was orthodox in 
his beliefs until he was bribed with the promise of a furedus fiscalis: after Ossius 
of Corduba had denounced him to all the Spanish bishops as an impious heretic, 
he complained to Constantius, who then summoned Ossius to Sirmium in 357. 
‘Whatever the teuth of these allegations, or of the story in the same document 
that he died befere hecould enjoy his reward, Petamius was at court in the sum- 
mer of 357: there he put pressure on Liberius,* and his name and that of Ossius 
stand in the heading of the ‘blasphemy of Sirmium’ as its joint aushors. More- 
over, a Gallic bishop writing in the autumn of 357 denounced a ‘letter of 
Potamius’ from which he quoted the heterodox proposition that the incamation 
made God passible.* 

Significantly, thar is the total of western bishops who are attested as active 
supporters of Constantius’ attempts to win western acceptance of the Council of 
Sirmium. The small number reflects more than paucity of evidence: it indicates 
an almost complete lack of enthusiasm for the decisions of the Council of 
Sirm‘um among the bishops of Italy, Gaul, and Spain. Constantius was com- 
pelled to obtain acceptance of those decisions by coercion and threats, and the 
acceptance thereby extorted represented no more than a sullen, grudging, and 
temporary acquiescence. Even if there was as yet no groundswell of active sup- 
port for Athanasius or the Nicene creed, the vast majority of Gallic and Italian 
bishops showed theic deep reluctance to endorse the decisions of their eastern 
colleagues by staying at home when Constantius convened councils at Arles and 
Milan. 


While Constantius was spending the winter of 353/4 at Arles, a council of bish- 
ops mer there, perhaps before the end of 353." The membership of the Council 
of Artes is nowhere fully described, but those known to have attended are pre- 
dominantly easter and Gallic bishops (with envoys from the bishop of Rome), 
and their total number was undoubtedly smal.” No new creed was formulated 
at Arles. The only ancient narrative seurce which describes the proceedings 
speaks of an imperial edict ordering that bishops who refused tosubscribe to the 
condemnation of Athanasius be driven into exile, The same writer discloses that, 
the document presented to the council for acceptance and signature was a letter 
which condemned Marcellus and Photinus as well as Athanasius—and which 
must be the synodical letter of the Council of Sirmium, Paulinus, the bishop of 
Trier, who assented to the condemnation of Marcellus and Phorinus, but not 10 
thar of Athanasius, was exiled. Two legates had been sent frem Rome: one of 
them, to Liberius’ intense shame, accepted the decisions of the council, though 
the other refused to do so? The rest of the bishops, ‘compelled by fear and a 
faction, signed the document presented te the council.” 

Constantius was not willing to allow his aim of obtaining western assent to 
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the decisions of the Counci! of Surmium to be frustrated by the mere absence of 
potential signatories from the Council of Arles ‘or later from the Council of 
Milan}. At Nicaea in 325 his father had sent officials to set the creed before each 
bishop ar the council individually for signature, and after the Council of Serdica 
mere than two hundred bishops who had not been present added their names to 
the western synodical leter. Constantius now combined these two precedenws. In 
a process which lasted several years, officials took copies of the Sirmian deci- 
sions, as subscribed at Arles, and subsequently at Milan, to individual bishops in 
Italy," and then in Gaul, Spain, and Britain, and compelled them to add their 
names under thteat ofexile. Finally, in 356 the document was presented to the 
bishops of Egypt for their approval (Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya 
5/6). tis Athanasius who describes most fully and explicitly the procedure used 
after the Councils of Arles and Milan, Although he describes at first hand what 
happened in Egypt, his description is valid also for the West: 


Immedyately instructions and letters came here to the prefact that the 
grain be taken away from Athanasius and given to those who hold the 
views of Arius, and that those who wish sheuld be allowed to harass 
those who worship with him. And there was a threat against the magis- 
trates if they did not worship with the Arians. This was the preliminary to 
what was done later through the disx Syrianus, To the parts [of the em- 
pite] outside [Egypt] also went orders, and xotarii and palatini were sent 
from ciry to ciry both to the bishops and to the magistrates carrying 
threars, so that the magistrates should apply pressure and the bishops 
should either enter into communion with the Arians and write against 
Athanasius or themselves endure the penalty of exile, while the congrega- 
tions who worshipped with them knew that there weuld be imprison- 
ment, violence, beatings, and confiscation of their property [if they did 
not comply]. (Hist. Ax 312/3) 


Ir seems that the policy succeeded, at least in the short run. Becurions who re- 
ceived an imperial command that they compel their local bishop to comply or 
else themselves suffer financial loss (31.6) could not remain totally indifferent. 
Such indirect pressure secured widespread compliance: bishops throughout the 
‘West succumbed to the demand thar they either subscribe to the document pre- 
sented to them or forfeit their see. Athanasius’ account rings true (31.4-6}—ex- 
cept for his final claim that ‘every place and every city was filled with feat and 
disorder as bishops were dragged around, while the magistrates watched the 
tears and groans of the congregations.” 

Liberius rema‘ned aloof and defiant, and Constanu'us h‘mself wrete to the 
people of Rome complaining about the conduct of their bishop.” Liberius te- 
sponded politely, then, after an exchange of letters, requested the emperor to 
convene yet another council in a letter taken to Milan by the Sardinian bishop 
Lucifer of Caralis, the Roman priest Pancratius, and the deacon Hilarius.® The 
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envoys appear to have passed through Vercellae, where they enlisted the support 
of the bishop Eusebius, formerly a priest at Rome, who soon became a staunch 
supporter of the cause of Athanasius. 

Constantius called another council, which met at Milan in 355, probably in 
July and August, with the emperor again close at hand to keepa watchful eye on 
the proceedings.** Again the attendance was small. Socrates indeed asserts that 
more than three hundred western bishopscame.** But his figure is implausible in 
itself, and his testimony is outweighed by the direct evidence ofa letter from the 
Counctl of Milan to Eusebius of Vercellae: the letter, which urged Eusehius to 
attend in order to join in the whole world’s condemnation of the heretics 
Marcellus and Photinus and the sacrilegious Athanasius, was followed by thirty 
subscript‘ons commencing with the names of Caecilianus {who seems to be oth- 
ecwise unknown), Ursacius, and Valens.‘” The council opened with a demand 
that those present subscribe to the condemnation of Marcellus, Photinus, and 
Athanasius as set out in the synodr‘cal letter of the Ceuncil of Sirmium." Accord- 
ing to Sulpicius Severus, Eusebius and Lucifer refused and were deposed, 
Dionysius, the bishop of Milan, agreed to put his name to the condemnation of 
Achanasius, provided that the council discuss doctrinal matters. Ursacius, 
Valens, and the rest demurred. The emperor was consulted and repeated his de- 
mand that the decisions of Sirmium be accepted emire. Dionysius refused and 
was exiled: the eastemer Auxentius replaced him.” Besides Dionysius, the 
Council of Milan also condemned J-ueifer and Eusebius for refusing to add their 
names to the document placed before them, and all three bishops departed into 
exile in the East.s* 

@ne episode at the Council of Milan is of particular importance. Writing 
within three years of the council, Hilary of Poitiers reported that when Eusebius 
of Vercellae was pressed to sign the condemnation of Athanastus, he replied that 
agreement ought to be reached first on the orthodoxy of the bishops present 
since he had heard that sone were ‘polluted with heretical corruption.’ He then. 
produced a copy of the Nicene creed and professed himself willing to fulfilf the 
demands made of him if everyone subscribed this creed. Dionysius of Milan 
took the paper and began » append his assent. Valens snaxched the pen and 
paper from his hand, shouting that that was not on tbe agenda. The episode 
became known and provoked resentment in the city. The bishops, therefore, 
repaired to the imperial palace and—here, unfortunately, the fragmentary nar- 
rative breaks off." 

The historicity of the episode has recently been denied? Yer it is a priori 
probable that the allies of Athanasius would try to shift debate from his guilt or 
innocence to the Nicene creed: Athanasius had proclaimed as early as 339 in his 
Encyclical Letter that his deposition then imperiled the orthodoxy of the whole 
church, and he had recently (it seems) sent Liberius his @1 the Council of 
Nicaea to make the same case on purely theological grounds. What more natu- 
ral than that Liberius and other Italian bishops should publicise the Nicene 
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creed? Moreover, two other items of evidence support the story. In his work On 
the Councils, Hilary protests that he heard the Nicene creed only shortly before 
his exile: the context is tendentious and cannot be pressed to mean that he first 
heard the creed at the council which exiled him in 356, butit is perfectly conso- 
nant with Hilary’s first hearing the creed recited and discussed in 355. And 
Athanasius’ circular Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya, written “inthe 
spring of 356, alludes very clearly to the Council of Milan. It warns the bishops 
against accepting a creed which is about to be circulated for their signatures un- 
der threat of exile, and contrasts this Arian cteed with the creed of Nicaea, the 
touchstone of orthodox belief (Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya 5/6). 

Pressute was now put on Liberius, who had avoided attending the council. 
Theeunuch Eusebiuscame to Rome and urged Liberius in secret and diplomati- 
cally to subscribe the Sirmian decisions (Hist. Ar. 35.2-40,3). When the bishop 
continued to refuse, Constantius ordered the prefect of the city to arrest him and 
send him to the imperial ceurt in Milan (during the autumn of 355). There he 
had an audience with the emperor, of which a record, doubtless somewhat em- 
broidered, has been preserved: if this purported tzanscript can be believed, the 
interview was acrimonious on both sides, and Epictetus of Centumcellae was 
present to add his voice to the attempt at persuasion.** When Liberius persisted 
in his recalcitrance, he was sent to Beroea in Thrace until such tlme as he should 
agree to append his name tee to the synodical letter of the Council of Sirmmum 
(Hist. Ar. 41,3), In his place, the archdeacon Felix was consecrated bishop of 
Rome by the prescribed trio of bishops (Hist. Ar 75.3). The consecrat‘on prob- 
ably tock place in Milan, and the consecrators of Feltx included Acacius of 
Caesarea, who happened to be ar ceurt.” The clergy ef Reme had all sworn a 
joint public oath never to accept any other bishop as Jong as Liberius lived, but 
in the event they all (including the future bishop Damasus) acknowledged Felix 
as their legitimate bishop.* 

‘When Liberins capitulated to Constantius’ demands in 357, he was allowed 
to return, and Felix lefr the city, though without (it seems) forfeiting episcopal 
status.” Felix had proven more adept than Libertus at frustrating the emperor's 
wishes: he retained a reputat‘on fer never having sullied the faith ef Nicaea,” 
and hisname was allowed to stand in the official records of the Roman see as a 
legitimate bishop, not aninterloper.*! When Liberius died in 366, the dissensiors 
in the Roman church broke out in a violently contested election: Damasus was 
elected bishop, bur fighting between his part sans and those of his riva left one 
hundred and th'zty-seven bodies in the basilica of Sicininus in a single day.* 


While the Council of Milan was still in session, Constantius acted to expel 
Athanasius from his see. The imperial notarius Diogenes arrived in Alexandria 
during August 355 and began to try to dispossess Athanasius by political means. 
After feur months he gave up and left the city on 23 December 355 (Apol. ad 
Const. 22; Hist. ac. 1.9), @n 6 January 356 the dux Syrianus and the notarius 
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Hilarius envered the city with a large body of troops. Athanasius asked the dee 
whether he had orders from the emperor: when he denied having any, 
Athanastus asked him or Maximus, the prefect of Egypt, to write to Constantius 
‘on the grounds that he possessed a lerter (the letter of 350, which he produced) 
promising him secure enjoyment of his see. Athanasius’ request was supported 
by his clergy, his congregation, and a large part of the city. Syrianus proceeded 
carefully. He agreed to the request and bided his time for another twenty-three 
days. Then, suddenly, during the night of 8/9 February he eccupied the Church 
ofTheonas (Apol. ad Const. 25; Fug. 6.1; Hist. ac 1.10; Index 28). 

Athanasius escaped and left Alexandria, Pethaps Ite went to Libya, for he 
Sater claimed that he started to travel to the court of Censtantius unti! he was 
stepped, fust by news of the arrest of Liberius and the exile of bishops by the 
Council of Milan, then by a report of the persecution of bishops in Egypt and 
Libya (Apol. ad Const. 27.1-4). But events in Egypt required that he not aban- 
don the sources of his political support. Force was being used in Alexandria and 
throughout Egypt to secure compliance w'th the deposition of Athanasius: of 
the ninety bishops loyal to him, sixteen were exiled, some fled, and others con- 
formed to the new policy (Apol. ad Const, 27.1~28.4; Hist. Ar. 54-80). Resis- 
tance proved tenacious, especially in Alexandria. On 12 February the laity of the 
city entered a long, fermal protest at the violence of Syrianus (Hist. Ar. 81). The 
supporters of Athanasius retained the city churches until June, when the new 
prefect Cataphronius and the cemmes Heraclius dispossessed them and handed 
the churches over to the supporters of George. George himself arrived eight 
months later, on 24 February 357. His hold upon his see was never secure and 
did not last long. On 2$ August 358 the largely Christian populace anacked him 
in the Church of Dionysrus and almost lynched him. Just overa month later (on 
2 October) George left Alenendria. The supperters of Athanasius sewed all the 
churches of the city a few days later. However, although the diex Sebast'ianus 
ejected them and restored the churches to the supporters of George on 24 De- 
cember 358, and although the xotarius Paulus arrived on 23 June 359, pub- 
lished an imperial edict on George’s behalf, and used coercion to drum up sup- 
port for him, George himself did not atsempt to return to Alexandria for more 
than three years (Hist. ac. 2.2~5; index 29). 

Athanasius remained in hiding for the rest of the reign of Constantius, After 
his initial flight, he returned to Alexandria and hid there during at least part of 
357 and 358—presumably emerging when his partisans controlled the city in 
the autumn of the latter year. Thereafter, he wandered among the monks of 
Lower and Upper Egypt, a fugitive from the emperor and hits agents, but appat- 
ently never in danger of betrayal to the authoritves. Constantius, no longer con 
strained by the necessiwes of diplomacy, gave vent to his feeling of annoyance 
toward Athanasius in letters to the city of Alexandria and to Aezanes and 
Saezanes, the rulers of the kingdom of Axum. 

‘The emperor flattered the city of Alexander, but informed the people that 
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‘Athanasius was an outlaw who deserved to be apprehended and killed. He de- 
nounced the outlawed bishop as a low-born impostor who had achieved power 
by deceit: 


Most of those in the city were blinded, and a man who comes from the 
lowest depths of society obtained authority, tricking into falsehood those 
who desired the truth as ifthey were blindfolded, never providing fruitful 
discouse, but corrupting their minds so that they were dull and useless. 
His flatterers shouted and applauded, they were astonished [with admira- 
tion] and are probably still murmuring secretly. Most of the simple folk 
teok their cue from them, while matters went downhill with everything 
being overwhelmed as if in a flood. The man who led the crowd (how 
could I describe it more accurately?) was no different from the artisans, 
and the only benefit which he gave to the city was not to throw its inhab- 
itants into pits. (Apol. ad Const. 30.3/4) 


‘The Alexandrians should weicome the excellent and learned George, turning 
their minds from mundane to heavenly matters and living in peace with good 
hope for the life hereafter. 

‘Constantius warned the princes of Axum too against Athanasius, and asked 
them to send Feumentius, whom Athanasius had ordained as bishop, to Alexan- 
dria, so that George could investigate his conduct and beliefs as a bishop, reap- 
point him if they proved to be sound, and then send him back to spread true 
doctrine in the lands beyond the southern frontier of Egypt (Apol. ad Const. 31). 
Tn this letter, which Athanasius quotes to illustrate the danger which compelled 
him to flee, Constantius states a central feature of his conception of his roleas a 
Chrisn’an emperor: he felt that he had a dury to spread true belief both inside 
and outside the borders of the Roman Empire.“ Official ambassadors are 
known to have gone to the Axumitae and Homeritae, since a consricusion of 15 
January 357 preserves part of Constannius’ instructions to Musonianus, the 
praetorian prefect of the East, limiting their Sree maintenance to one year.“ And 
inscriptions found at Axum not only attest a king of kings named Aeizanas and 
his brothers Sa'zanas and Adephas, but also imply that the ruler Ezana, who is 
presumably idenn‘cal with Aeizanes (or Aezanes), converted to some ferm of 
monotheism after his accession.” 
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IN PEBRUARY 356, AS IN THE SPRING OF 339, ATHANASIUS ESCAPED 
arrest when his church in Alexandria was seized. A picturesque story was later 
told of how he remained concealed for six years, his whereabous unknown, 
through the agency of a devoted virgin.' The truth is more interesting and more 
complex, though few precise details are known. Since Athanasius was an out- 
law whom the authorit’es strenuously sought te apprehend, he must have 
moved about constanwly until he cesumed possession of his see after the death of 
Constantius. 

Athanasius passed his third ‘exile’ in concealment either in the city of Alex- 
andria iwelf or among the monks of the Egyptian cetmmyside, with whom he 
had close and long-standing ties of friendship. Antony himself had supporred 
Athanasius by writing to Constant me in 336 and by visiting Alewandria in 338, 
and his followers remained well disposed toward the bishop regardless of his 
political and ecclesiastical vicissitudes. Pachomius had supported Athanasius at 
the tume of his disputed election in 328, and Athanastus visited the Thebaid 
shortly afterward (Index 2). Afver thetr founder's death the Pachomian commu- 
nit'esregarded Athanasius’ cause as their own, and the abbot Theodore declared 
that in his generation God had raised up three great leaders—Antony, 
Pachomius, and Athanasius. It was not without cause, therefore, that the dux 
Artemius searched Pachomian monasteries in Upper Egypt on suspicion that the 
fugitive bishop might be concealed there.* 

In February 356 Athanasius left the city and {it appears) traveled through the 
desert toward Cyrenaica (Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya 5, 7; Apol. 
ad Const. 27.1), then turned back and returned to Alexandria when the initial 
search for him, which was conducted with vigor and violence (Index 29), had 
died down. There he remained in hiding for some time {Index 30). He did not 
stay in the city continuously, but he was in Alexandria again in 360, when an- 
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other deterinined attempt was made to apprehend hiin by the prefect Faustinus 
and the dux Artemi'us, who instituted a search, envered a private house, and tor 
tured the virgin Eudaemonts, with whom Athanasius had secretly been lodging 
(Index 32). 

‘During h'isexile Athanasius kept up a constant correspondence with friends 
and allies, even though he may not have been able to send a Festaf Letter fer all 
of the Easters between 358 and 361,” Two letters of some historical importance 
which survive from the many Athanasius must have written in these years de~ 
serve brief comment, They are addressed to monks. One accompanied a brief 
account of the sufferings of Athanasius and the church which refuted the Aria 
heresy (probably a lest werk): Athanasius requests an immediate return of his 
manuscript, which no one is to copy er tcanscribe.’ The other warns monks not 
to welcome to their monasteries any visitors who associate with the Arian party, 
even if they profess to repndiate the views of Arius himself Significantly, this 
letter was inscribed on the walls of a monastery at Thebes." The twe letters are 
political as well as pastoral documents in which Athanasius looks forward to the 
day when ‘the slaves of Antichrist’ will be overwhelmed as the servants of Pha- 
raoh once were at the crossing of the Red Sea. 

Athanasius wrote more in his years of ‘exile’ between 356 and 362 than in 
any other period of his life. These years also witnessed profound theological 
changes within the eastern church," Were Athanasius a different type of man or 
writer, or had he not been an outlaw, it might have been possible to chart in his 
writings the changes of ecclesiastical alliances and to follow the moods of the 
eastern church in the tumultuous years between 357 and 360. For the most part, 
hewever, the exiled Athanasius of these years looked backward in bitterness 
rather than forward and ruminated on the geievances of the past in order to ex- 
plain (and discredit) the persecution of the present. Nevertheless, his writings 
reveal a sudden realisation, late in 359, that those whom he had fong denounced 
as heretics as well as personal enemies could be won over as allies in ecclesiasti- 
cal polit’cs, 


Athanasius wrote bis long Letter te the Bishops of Egypt and Libya from an 
unknown location (perhaps the Nitrian Desert) shortly after his expulsion from 
Alexandria,” The letter was designed to dissuade its recipients from subscribing 
tothe synodical letter of the Council of Sirmium which had deposed Athanasics 
and drawn up acreed. Athanasius is typically allusive in his refer ences to the tar 
get of his criticisms, but he reveals enough to make the identification certain. 
Some Arians had written concerning the faith, threarening exile and ether pur- 
ishments and seeking to overtum the creed of Nicaea: 


They disturb and cenfuse everything, and not even so are they satisfied 
with their actions. For every year, ike men writing their wills, they meet 
and pretend to write about the faith, so that in this too they tend to de- 
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secve ridicule and disgrace, because their decisions are rejected not by 
others, but by themselves, (6) 


Thatis a tendentious but unmistakeable allusion to the Councils of Artes in 353/ 
4 and Milan in 35S. Athanasius contrasts the Arian party, the enemies of Christ, 
who are few in number but wish their view to prevail, with the orthodox who 
uphold the tenets of the ecumenical Council of Nicaea. Who are the fortner? 
Secundus from the Pentapolis, who has often been removed from the prvest- 
hood; George of Laodi'cea, the eunuch Leontius of Antioch, his predecessor 
Stephanus, Theodorus of Heraclea, Ursacius and Valens, Acacius, Patrophilus, 
and Narcissus, men deposed at Serdica; Eustathius of Sebasteia, Demophilts, 
Germinius, Eudoxius, and Basil; Cecropius of Nicomedia, Auxentus of Milan, 
the impostor Epictetus of Centumcellae, and above all George of Cappadecia, a 
man with the character of a public executioner, who has heen hired as bishop of 
Alexandria despite his ignorance of the Christian faith and his rumored devo- 
tion to idols (7). And who are the orthodox? The confessor Ossius, Maximinus 
of Trier and his successer Paulinus, Philogonius and Eustathius, successive bish- 
ops of Antioch, Julius and Liberius of Rome, Cyriacus from Moesia, Pistus and 
Aristaeus from Greece, Silvester and Protogenes from Dacia, Leont'us and 
Eupsychius from Cappadecia, Caecilianus from Africa, Eustorgius of Iealy, 
Capito of Sicily, Macarius of Jerusalem, Alexander of Constantinople, Paederos 
of Heraclea, the great Meletius, Basil, Lengianus, and the other bishops of Ar- 
menva and Pontus, Lupus and Amphion from Cilicia, Jacob of Nisibis, and other 
bishops from Mesopotamia (8). The long list, designed to impress the country 
bishops of Egypt and Libya, reveals Athanasius’ isolation: too many of his 
champions were dead when he wrote, and even @ssius and Liberius were soon 
to accept a creed other than the Nicene formula. 

‘The Letter 10 the Bishops ef Egypt and Libya is well constructed and main- 
tains an optimistic tone. Athanasius begins with a general warning against false 
prophets, the Devil, and rejection of paths of scripture, and follows with a spe- 
cific warning against Arian attempts to subvert the creed of Nicaea. The second 
part of the Letter attacks the Arian posision on decwinal grounds and from 
scripture. Athanasiusconcludes by urging the bishops to stand firm for true faith 
against the unholy alliance of Arians and Melity'ans, and declares his conviction 
thar when ‘our gracious emperor’ hears of what is happening, he will stop the 
persecution (23, cf. 5,19). 

Athanasius adopted the same optimistic assumpnon about Constantius 
when he added a long continuat‘on to the Defense before Constantius which he 
had originally composed as a practical measure of self-defense in 353.” But now 
he found it increasingly hard to sustain the pretense that imperial benevolence 
was being systematically frustrated by the emperor's servants. As Athanasius 
described his resistance to attempts to remove him in 353 and 355 (Apol. ad 
Const. 19-22), then his expulsion and the installation of George (24~28), and 
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finally Constantius’ denunciations of him (29-31), he repeated his contention 
that Constantius’ agents were exceeding, even distegarding, his orders. He pro- 
tested that the emperor, who was pions, patient, and kind, disapproved of the 
exile of aged bishops and the torturing of virgins (29.2). Yet a note of exaspera~ 
tion creeps in as Athanasius contemplates the possibility that officials may kill 
him on the authority of the emperor’s letters {32). Athanasius knew what 
Constantius’ attitude toward him really was, and he had known it for a long 
time. Pechaps he composed the final version of the Defense before Constantius 
in the hope of deterring subordinate officials and civilians in Egypt who might 
be tempted to arrest hium'* 

The distress which Athanasius felt at being compelled to leave Alexandria, 
the firmest bast'on of his political support, surfaces in the closing chapters of the 
Defense before Constantius. Also in 357, Athanasius wrote a Defense ef His 
Flight, which, unlike the Defense before Constantius and the earlier Defense 
against she Arians, never underwent a fundamental revision {though Athanasius 
did add at least one sentence to the original version), The work appears to have 
been composed in the summer or auturan of 357. Athanasius refers to events 
in Alexandria of May and perhaps June 357 (6/7), but consistently assumes that 
Leontius is still bishop of Antioch (1.1, 26.6): although the exact date of 
Leontins’ death is not lnnown, news that he was fatally ill had already reached 
Eudoxius while he was in Rome with the emperor in May.” It is not known 
what title Athanasius himself gave the work, The title in the Greek manuscripts 
(‘conceming those who were reproaching his flight in persecution’) does net go 
back to the author, but represents an inference from what the text reveals about 
the eccasion of composition: 


Thear that Leontius, who is now at Antioch, Narcissus of the city of 
Nero, George, who i now at Laodicea, and the Arians with them are 
spreading much gossip and slander about me and charging me with cow- 
ardice because, when I was sought by them to be killed, I did not deliver 
myself up to be surrendered into their hands. (1.1) 


The opening sentence reveals clearly the circumstances which impelled 
Athanasius to write: the slanders may have been inspired by Leontius, 
Narcissus, and George of Laodicea, but the whispering campaign was 
dangerous because it coincided with, and was intended to make easier, an 
attempt to win Alexandria away from the departed bishop. His replacement, 
George, was in Alexandria when Athanasius wrote, as were Aetius and Eune- 
mius."* Tr was a critical time for Athanasius. The charge of cowardice might 
stick and impair his authority, There were alarming precedents in the oppo- 
sition which arose in Carthage when Cyprian withdrew during the Decian per- 
secution in 250/1,” and in the Melitian schism, which began precisely because 
Melitius stepped in to perform the duties of an absent bishop of Alexandria.” 
Athanasius’ Defense of His Flight meets that challenge, and it is reasonable 
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to assume that he wrote it for immediate circulation in Alexandria, 

Athanasius begins by impugning the monives of his accusers, and cencludes 
by attacking their characters and praising God for frustrating thetc machina- 
tions. They imitate the Jews who killed Jesus, so that it is insincere for them to 
complain when thetr intended victum escapes their clutches (2.1). Leontius, 
whom Constantius installed as a bishop by force {in 344), is a eunuch who cas- 
trated himself in order to five freely with the young woman Eustolium and was 
expelled from the priesthood fer doing se; Narcissus has been deposed by three 
church councils; and George of Laodicea has been both expelled from the priest- 
hood and, ar the Council of Serdica, deposed from his episcopal see (26.2-4). 
Each has his own vices, but they share the common stain of heresy, being no 
Christians, but Arias (27.1). 

The main argument of the Defense of His Flight is twofold: Athanasius is a 
victim of persecution, and it is right to flee persecution if one can.” Athanasus 
presents the attack on himself as part of a systematic attack, sustained over 
many years, on all who have upheld truth and fought the Arian heresy. He 
names victims from earlier years: Eustathius of Antioch, Euphration of 
Balaneae, Cymati'us of Paltus, Carterius of Antaradus, Eutropius and Lucius of 
Adrianople, Marcellus of Ancyra, Cyrus of Beroea, Asclepas of Gaza, the 
Thracian bishops Theodulus and Olympius, Athanasius himself long ago, and 
Paul of Constantinople, whom the praetorian prefect Philippus killed (3.3-6). 
Next, Athanasius names those now in exile fer refusing to accept either the 
Arian heresy or the calumnies against hum: Liberius of Rome, Paulinus of Trier, 
Dionysius of Milan, Lucifer of Caralis, Eusebius of Vercellae, and the venerable 
Ossius of Corduba (4.25.2). Athanasius then summarises the outrages which 
Geerge of Cappadocia (as he always styles him) has perpetrated in Alexandria 
and Egypr, with emphasis on his use of torture and the exile of more than thirty 
bishops (6.1-7.5).. 

Athanasius himself has escaped: the real complaint of his adversaries is that 
their wicked designs have been frustrated (8.1). He has fled to avoid persecution: 
in doing so, he has followed biblical precept and biblical examples. Jesus himself 
both hid when enemies sought him and instructed his disciples to flee. For God 
alloss each man a time which he does not know. it is wreng, therefore, to offer 
oneself to one’s persecutors. The saint who is persecuted should wait fer God to 
reveal his appointed tume: that is not cowardice, but a sign of forsitude. 
Athanasius illustrates and buttresses his argument with examples from scrip- 
ture—not only Jesus himself, but also Jacob, Moses, David, Elijah, and the 
apostles Peter and Paul (8.2-23.2). Athanasius applies the general rule to himself 
by describing Syrianus’ attempt to arrest him and the remarkable escape by 
which divine providence delivered him. To surrender himself now would be to 
act centrary to scripture (24.1-26.1). 

Athanasius’ Defense of His Plight provides yet another touchstene for assess- 
ing his liverary culture. At first sight, the work appears to have antecedents and 
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obvious models in Greek philosophical literature (such as Plutarch’s On Exile) 
and in Christ’an writings (such as Tertullian’s On Hight under Persecution), On 
closer examination, however, it is hard to discover any clear literary affinities 
between Athanasius’ work and earlier extant works of a similar type, whether 
pagan or Christian. Nor does the Defense of His Flight show any obvious influ- 
ence of traditional Greek methods of composition or use any exempla other 
than biblical ones. The Defense of His Flight gives no support at all to the notion 
that Athanasius owed much to Greek rhetorical theory in his apologetical 
works. On the contrary, the matrix of Athanasius’ mind was and remained bib- 
lical, The Defense of His Flight is steeped throughout in biblical language and 
biblical modes of thought. In this work too Athanasius’ style of expression re- 
flects the vigor of his native intelligence rather than the inf:uence of pagan lirer- 
ary culture: it is rough and foreeful rather than polished and urbane. 


‘The History of the Arians has an evil reputation as ‘the solitary monument of a 
lees noble sputit which Athanasius has left us, the one work which we would 
gladly believe to have come from any other pen.” That verdict implicitly denies 
the rendent‘ous quality evident in Athanasius’ other writings: the History of the 
Arians merely states outright much that Athanasius deemed it politic to suppress 
or ro veil when he was writing to defend or justify himself to a neutral or hostile 
audience, The History of the Arians was addressed, if ‘udeed it had a definite 
audience, to monks sympathetic to the author? As it stands, the text begins 
abruptly, without introduction and with a reference back to what precedes (1.1: 
‘They theinselves {the Melitians) soon fulfilled the purposes for which they had 
contrived these things’). A lacuna is usually postulated.* It would have to be one 
of considerable compass, sinice the History appears to continue the narrative of 
the secend part of the Defense agaist the Arians. Perhaps, therefore, the His- 
tory of the Arians is the surviving pact of a work which Athanasius never com- 
pleted or intended to publish in its present forsn. {ts cemposition may be as- 
signed to the closing months of 357. At the time of writing, Athanasius knew 
that Liberius had capitulated (41.3/4) and that Ossius had died repencing on his 
deathbed of setting his name to the ‘blasphemy’ of Sirmium (45.4/5); yet he as- 
sumes that Leontius of Antroch is still alive and that Eudoxiusis still bishop of 
Germanicia (4.2) 

The History of the Arians is politcal satire or polityeal caricature. It deserves 
to be compared to works like Synesiue’ Or Kingship, which attacks the minis- 
ters of the emperor Arcadius, and Procopius’ Secret History of the reign of 
Justinian. Like them, it is opposityon literature in an age of panegyric and cer 
emonial laudatons, Here tao, however, Atbanasius shows no signs of familiarity 
with the techniques of invective and vituperation developed in a long Greek and 
Latin literary tradition. Instead of deliberate and conscious art, he uses native 
wit. The product is all the more lively and effective for being spontaneous. 

Athanasius had shown his talent for such writing in miniature when he 
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wrote to Serapion of Thmuis long befere to tell kim how Arius died,?” in this 
briefepistle, essential facts which fix the date of the episode are stated succinctly: 
Athanasius was not in Constantinople when Arius died, but the priest Macarius 
was~-and the emperor Constantine. Arius drew up a dishonest cteed and swore 
that he had never held the views for which Alexander had excommunicated him. 
The emperor commented: ‘If your creed is orthodox, you have done well to 
swear; but if your creed is impious, although you have sworn {that ir is not}, may 
God judge your case according to your oath.’ The Eusebians tried to compe! 
Alexander of Constantinople te receive Arius into communion. Alexander pre- 
pared to resist and prayed; as Arius was being escorted to his church, he retired 
to a latrine to relieve himself--and dropped down dead. The story has clearly 
been made more stylised and pointed than a straightforward narrat've would 
natprally be. Some of the most colorful details may be suspect, and Athanasius 
has invented the dialogue for himself, yer the narrative fite perfectly into the 
known historical framework: Artus died in July 336 while the Council of 
Constantinople was attempe'ing to vindicare his orthodoxy.* The Historyof the 
Arians exhibits the same talents and techniques on a large scale. 

The underlying assumption of the History of the Arians is that Athanastus is 
a victim of a systematic policy of persecut‘on mounted by the Arians against 
Christ and his true believers ever since the days of Constantine, and that this 
policy has been rendered possible only by secular suppert. Constant me himself 
was duped by slanderous accusations and worked upon by his female relatives, 
so that Eustathius and many of his clergy were exiled for insulting his mother, 
Helena (4.1). Eutropius of Adrianople was ruined through the agency of 
Basilina (5.1), and Marcellus of Ancyra came to grief because Eusebius and his 
associates had access to the emperor through the women of the palace (6,1)? 
High officials too supported the heretics. Philagrius installed Gregory as bishop 
of Alexandria in 339 (9.3-10.2), and he was vicarius of Ponnica when Paul of 
Constantinople was murdered at Cucusus; he was so disappointed that the 
praetorian prefect Philippus had forestalled him in despatching theexiled bishop 
that he disclosed details of the murder (7.5). But it is Constantius above all who 
has fostered the persecution of orthodoxy and interfered improperly i the af- 
fairs of the Christian church. Athanasius denounces the emperor as the enemy of 
Christ, as Antichrist, worse than the biblical villains Saul, Ahah, and Pontius 
Pilate (67/8). Athanasius produces a litany of Samily tteacherfes which even the 
tirades of the emperor Julian never surpassed. Constantius slaughtered his 
uncles and hits cousins, he refused to pity bis relatives or his father-uvlaw, whom 
he killed while still sleeping with his daughter, and he gave Olympias, the in- 
tended bride of his brother Constans, in marriage to a barbarian (69.1)." His 
actions, toward his family as well as toward the church, show that he is an un- 
just ruler with wicked subordinates (69-73). 

The connecting thread of the History of the Arians is Athanasius’ career 
from 337 onward. The relation of the introductory chapters to the rest is 
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clouded by thechapter on Paul of Constantinople, which Athanasius appears to 
have added carelessly to an existing text (7). Without this chapter, Athanasius 
proceeds smoothly from the general recklessness of the Melitians and Arians as 
allies in the 330s (1-3) to bishops deposed and exiled under Ceastantine (4-6); 
he then makesthe transition to himselfby means of the restoration of bishops by 
the sons of Constantine in 337, and quetes the letter of Constantinus to the 
church of Alexandria {8). The discussion of Paul, though full of valuable histori- 
cal details, niterrupts its context beth logically and chrenologically.* 

The introduction to the History already exhibits one of the characteristic fea- 
mures of the work: Athanasius’ use of invented dialogue to ridicule his adversar- 
ies. Any Melitian or Arian who wishes to become a bishop is told to adopt un- 
Christian views and not to worry about character: ‘that suffices to recommend 
you and to win the emperor’s friendship’ (3.4). Athanasius had a good eye for 
plausible caricature, and some of his inventions have imposed themselves on the 
historical tradition. More serious, Athanasius’ tendentrous narrative has un- 
duly influenced both the ecclesiastical historians of the fifth century and modern 
recenstructions of his careet. 

Athanasius’ primary techniques in the Histery of the Arians are suppression 
and distortion. He makes no allusion here to his audiences with Constantius at 
Viminacium and Caesarea in Cappadocia (Apol. ad Const. 5.3), no allusion to 
his audiences with Constans (Apol. ad Const. 3/41, and no open allusion to his 
journeys into eastern territory in 343 and 344—though a reference to his seeing, 
the tombs of the supporters of Lucius at Adrianople in 344 has escaped his vigi- 
lance (18.2).2* Nog, predictably, is there any reference to his alliance with Paul of 
Constantinople or to the letter which Constans wrote in 345 threatening to re~ 
store the pair by force\—only to the earlier leer which Constans wrote very 
shortly afrer the Council of Serdica on behalf of all the exiled bishops (20,2). 
And there is naturally no hint of the shifts and compromises of 345 and 346 
whereby Athanasius and Paul returned to their sees while Marcellus of Ancyra 
semained in exile.* 

The omissions are matched by tendentious misrepresentations. Athanasius 
never admits that his enemys proceeded against hm in due form or that he was 
ever condemned by a properly constituted council of bishops: an innocent 
reader of the History ef the Arians might conclude that it was only Athanasius’ 
allies who habitually convened church councils. On Athanast'us’ presentation, it 
was Consrantius who replaced hina with Gregory: the emperor sent Philagrius to 
Egypt as prefect with the eunuch Arsacius, and he sent Gregory to Alexandria 
with a military escort (10.1). Gregory himself had not heen orda'ined a bishop 
according to proper ecclesiastical procedure: he arrived from court with military 
pomp as if entrusted with a post in the secular administration, and he received 
letters from the emperor and magistrates with extreme joy, but refuscd letters 
from the monk Antony (14,1/2), Similarly, the eassern bishops came to the 
Couneil of Serdica under the protection of the comes Musonianus and the 
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castrensis Hesychius, expecting themt to manage the conduct of the council 
when things went badly for them, they fled and concected the excuse that they 
needed to congratulate Constantius on his victory over the Persians (15.3-16.2). 
In contrast, the western contingent consisted only of bishops, with Ossius as 
their leader (15.3). Athanasius presents the Council of Sirmium in 351 as a cabal 
which persuaded Ursacius and Valens to return like dogs to their vomit, then ap- 
proached Constantius and so inflamed him with anger that he turned against 
Athanasius and forswore his oaths (29/3@). Athanasius cannot resist quoting 
Constantius” flatter'ng letter of 350, and he aennot gainsay ix reference to the 
death of Constans; yer he quotes it in the context of his return from exile in 346 
(24), Hence he can slide easily over Magnencius’ overtures to him and the en- 
barrassing accusations which the Defense before Constantixs had rebuced.” 

Athanasius did not set outto write a full or impart’al narrative. For his career 
between 337 and 346, he drew on the existing account in the Defense against 
the Arians, sharpening and exaggerating as well as supplying additional details. 
For more recent events, he marshaled his account around the theme of 
Constantius as a persecutor. Throughout he selected, emphasised, and devel- 
oped striking episodes. As a result, the History of the Arians is a systematically 
deceptive work, When the course of evexis has been reconstructed from other 
evidence,the distortionscan be recognised and the skill of thecaricaturist can be 
admired, Yet an accurate recenstruction of thecemplicated ecclesiastical politics 
of the years between 337 and 357 could not be deduced from the Historyef the 
Arians, even though Athanasius includes many details and individual episodes 
which can be found nowhere else in che surviving record. 

Athanasius describes briefly the outrages which attended and followed his 
expulsion in 339: a mob of herdsmen and dissolute youths armed with swords 
and clubs attacked the Church of Quiriaus; worshippers were killed, beaten, 
and insulted; bishops were exiled or wounded, monks scourgeds Gregory appro- 
priated alms for his own use, and the diex Valachus lemt him aid—until his horse 
bit and threw him with faral result (18, 12-14). But recent events occupy the 
most space: almost half of the Htstory of the Arians is devoted to the persecution 
of Athanasius and the orthodox in Alewandria and Egypt between 353 and 357 
(47-81). 

Furst, with a great deal of rhetorical elaboration, Athanasius denounces 
Constantius for his unsuccessful attemps to oust him. He then describes in 
some detail the Arian seizure of the churches in Alexandria in 356 and the 
violence used both then and later. In all this he emphasises the role of secular 
officials. In June 356 it was the comes Heraclius, the prefect Cata- 
phronius, and the catholiczs Faustinus who imstigated a crowd of pagan 
youths to attack the Church of ‘Theonas and to setze and burn the seats, the 
bishop's threne, the altar, and the curtains (54—56). Later it was the dux 
Sebasnianus, a notorious Manichee, the prefect, and the catholicus who 
assisted the Arians in insulu‘ag virgins, procuring the death of Entychius by 
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scourg'ing, plundering the poos, and exiling priests and deacons (59-61). 

Next, again with much rhetorical elaboration, Athanasius describes the per- 
secution in the rest of Egypt, which he cempares to the ‘Great Persecution’ in the 
reign of Constantius’ grandfather Maximian (64.2). Here he is at pains to estab- 
lish thar, without the aid of external power and persecution, the Arian heresy 
weuld long ago have withered and died: refuted, cast down, shamed by the 
truth, it coerced with violence, with the lash, and with imprisonment. 
Sebastianus wrote to the praepositi and the military authon' ties everywhere, and 
they exiled ail the true bishops, replacing them with holders of impious dec- 
trines: Athanasius names a total of twenty-stx exiled bishops, of whom ten were 
so aged that they had been ordained by Alexander before his death in 328, Some 
of these suffered violence, some were sent to hard labor in stone-quarries. Lay- 
men too were banished, monasteries destroyed, private houses robbed (72). The 
new bishops were young, wanton pagans, not yet even catechumens, men with 
two wives, chosen because of their wealth and civil power (73)—all of which 
showed that ‘puny Constantius’ was no Christian, bur the image of the Anti- 
christ (74.1). From denunciation of Constantius, Athanasius slides easily to 
denigration of the Melitians, his original foes in Alexandria in the early years of 
his episcopate (78/9). Finally a decumentary appendix quotes two formal pro- 
tests which the Christiansof Alexandria submitted on Athanasius’ behalfin Feb- 
ruaty 356 (81: the frst has been lost in transmission). 

Athanasius naturally devored much space to the vicissitudes of his own ca- 
reer between 339 and 346 (8-28). He also selected the cases of Liberius and 
Ossius for special treatment, Liberius resisted the blandishments of the eunuch 
Eusebius and refused to condemn Athanasius: the History of the Arians invents 
a speech of firm defiance. When Liberius then refused to accept the bribe previ- 
ously dangled before him as an offering atthe shrine of Saint Peter, Eusebius was 
annoyed and induced the emperor to summion the bishop from Rome. Despite 
resistance in the city, Liberius was dragged before Constantius, whom he defied, 
After two years of exile, however, he succumbed to the fear of being murdered, 
and subscribed (35-41). The aged Ossius also resisted bravely and doggedly. Yet 
he too was eventually broken by imprisonment and violence. After being de- 
tained a whole year at Sirmim, Ossius agreed to hold communion with 
Ursacius, Valens, and their associates, although he still would not subscribe 
against Athanasius (42-45). Thatcorrespondsto the truth. Liberiusleft Rome in 
autumn 355, saw Constantius at Milan, and was exiled to Beroea in Thrace: 
when he subscribed to the dacisions of the Counci! of Sumnium of 354, he was 
allowed to return te Rome, which he reentered on 2 August 357. Ossius (it 
may be inferred from Athanasius) never subscribed to the decisions of the Coun- 
cil of irsnium of 351: he put his name te the ‘blasphemy’ of 357. Again, the dis 
tortion is recognisable, but the original reslity ceuld not be recovered from 
Athanasius’ depiction of it alone. 

Inevery section of the History Athanasius employs the technique of invented 
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speeches or invented dialogue. He uses it most effectively, not in long speeches 
such as that put into the mouth of Liberius, but in short, snappy sentences which 
lampeon his opponenvs’ motives. Three examples of some historical importance 
will illustrate. First, the Arians approached Constantius in 338/9 as the patren 
of their heresy: 


Spare the heresy. You see that all have deserted us: few of us are left. Start 
to persecute, fer we have been abandoned even by these few and are iso- 
lated. Those whom we compelled after these men had been banished, the 
exiles have again persuaded on their return to take sides against us. Write 
then against them all, and send Philagrius as prefect of Egypt for the sec- 
ond time, for he can persecute properly, since he has already shown it in 
pracu’se, and especially because he is an apostate. And send Gregory as 
bishop to Alexandria, for he tow can sustain our heresy. (9.2/3) 


Second, the eastern bishops at Serdica in 343: 


We came for one result and see another. We arrived with cernites and the 
trial is proceeding without comites: we are being completely condemned. 
You all know our orders, The Athanasians possess the records from the 
Mareouis by which he is cleared and we are put to shame. Why then do 
we hesitate? Why do we delay? Let us invent excuses and depart, lest by 
remaining we be condemned. It is hetter to flee in shame than to be con- 
victed and condemned as false accusers. If we flee, we can still champion 
our heresy in some way: even if they condemn us for fleeing, we still have 
the emperor as our patren, who will net allow us to be expelled from our 
churches by our congregations. (15.5) 


Third, Constantius to the bishops who refused to condemn Athanasius or hold 
communion with heretics at Milan in 355: 


Whatever wish, ler that be considered a binding rule (of the church}. The 
so-called bishops of Syria agree with me when I speak thus, Therefore, 
either obey or you too will become exiles. (33.7) 


Ir is inconceivable that either the eastern bishops or Constantius used such 
words: the formercannot havestyled themselves heretics, nor can the latter have 
questioned their right to be called bishops. Athanasius puts into the mouths of 
his adversaries what he believes their real reasoning to have been—in his own 
words.® Such invented utterances in the History of the Arians fall into a pattem 
of paint'ing Constantius as an Arian emperor and the principal patron of the 
Arian heresy. 

Athanasius is unfair to Constantius. That must be conceded. But what here is 
the reality which he distorts? kr will not suffice to challenge Athanasius’ 
characterisation of the Arian emperor and his motives, while accepting most of 
his narrative of imperial actions."! For the distortions vitally affect the narrative: 
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when Athanasius has systematically avoided reporting the decisions of eastern 
church councils (or at least has avoided reporn'ng them as such}, then it becomes 
no easy matter todefine Constantius’ role in ecclesiastical politics. Nevertheless, 
two guiding principles of imperial policy can be discerned, which Constantius 
inherited from Constantine. First, the emperor both showed an inverest in defin- 
ing true belief and believed that God had given him the duty of propagating it. 
Constantr'us attended councils which discussed credal matters, and took part in 
attempts to define an acceptable orthodoxy: if he overstepped the mark in pro- 
moting a homoean creed in 359, that may be a sign of his exasperation with 
disput'ng bishops—and penis no inference back to his policy in earlier years. 
Second, Constantius beth consistently observed and explicitly reasserted the 
principle that a bishop could be condemned and deposed only by a council of his 
peers, whatever the charge. The principal defect of the History of the Arians as 
history is that it consistently denies this central fact. 

Athanasius is also inconsistent. His consvant complaint that the emperor in- 
terferes in the affairs of che church is not in fact directed against interference as 
such, but against imperial actiens of which he disapproves. He commends the 
imperial restoration of exiled bishops in 337 (8.1), which was clearly uncanoni- 
cal and condemned as such by contemporaries: bishops deposed by a council of 
bishops ought to be reinstated only by a similar body or court. Athanasi'us im- 
pliitly asserts that emperors have a right to overrulechurch councils--provided 
that they do so in the interest of orthodoxy rather than heresy. Instead of the 
complexities of the real world of the fourth century, the History of the Ariane 
propounds a simplistic disjunction: 


If there is a decision by bishops, what concern has the emperor With it? 
But ifitis merely a threat from the emperor, what need in that case for the 
so-called bishops? (52.3) 


Athanasius avoids the real ambyguities and vicissitudes of his career in order to 
make the false and barefaced claim that he has uever been condemned by an 
ecclesiastical verdict, only persecuted for his devotion to Christ by imperial fat 
(1.2). 


The coment of theological discussion changed radically around 360 and ren- 
dered the debates of the 340s and 350s out-of-date. Until c. 360 controversy 
centred on Christology; thereafter the issue became one of triniterian theology. 
‘What is the relation of the Holy Spirit to the Father and the Son? The preblem 
was posed, debated, and solved ro the satisfacu'on of the vast majority of the 
theologically aware very quickly. When the Council of Constantynople met in 
381, the issue was dead. And so was the classic ‘Arianism’ which Athanasius 
opposed threughout his long episcopate, at Jeast as an intellectual force within 
the Greek-speaking eastern empire. If those who rejected the homoousion 
vended to subord'nate the Son to the Father, a fortior! they so subordinated the 
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Holy Spirit as to lose any sense of equal persons in a threefold godhead. 

Athanasius acutely saw and seized upon this flaw while he was in exile. 
Serapion wrote to him in the desett about certain Christians who held views 
which appear to derive from indoctrination by Aetius and Eunomius, who were 
active in Alexendria c, 357. These tropici {as Athanasius cails them) forsook the 
Asians, but stil! continued to assert that the Holy Spirit is 2 creature, a minister- 
ing spirit, a superior type of angel.* Athanasius wrote a long letter, then two 
briefer ones, to Serapion setting out his doctrine of the Holy Spirit. He had al- 
ways assumed a trinitarian position. Now he made it explicit. The long letter 
disproves the deductions which the tropici have made from their proof-texw 
(Amos 4:13; 1 Trmothy 5:21}, then transcends their dilemma that the Spirit 
must be either creature or son, and finally argues the case for ‘the holy and indi- 
visible Trinity’ from scripture and the tradin‘on and life of the church. 
Athanasius argues with force and clarity. But some of those who wished to use 
his arguments found the expesition too long. Athanasius accordingly composed 
a briefer letter which distills the longer treatment into a more systematically anti- 
Arian format: here Athanasius argues first that the Son is not a creature, then 
that the Spirit is not a creature either. Finally, in response to a further letter from 
Serapion informing him that the tropici were still employing their dilemma, 
Athanasius supplied the brief refutation which his second letter had omitted. 
These Letters to Serapion show Athanasius at his best, in the lofty realms of 
theological speculation, where he always retains a tone of hard-headed modera- 
tion.” They are also valuable document for the irtellectual life of Alexandria, 
where theological argument was an everyday occurrence. 

Athanasius” ‘letter cn thecouncils which took place at Ariminum in Italy and 
Seleucia in Isauria’ spans the two realms of polemic and theology. Athanasius 
was writing in che lare autumn of 359: although he later (apparently after 3 No- 
vember 361) added a poswcript containing the exchange of letters between 
Constantius and the Council of Ariminum (55}, and a passage in the middle of 
the work which quotes the creed of the Council of Constantinople (January 
360) and discusses the Council of Antioch held in the spring of 360 (30/1), most 
of On the Councils was written after he received news of the Council of Seleucia 
(which broke up on 1 October), but before he learned of Consrantius’ reception 
of the envoys from the Council of Ariminum.'* Athanasius wrote On the Coun- 
Gils of Ariminum and Seleucia for a very immediawe and very practical pur- 
pose—te make cemmen cause with the homoeousians of Asia Minor. It would 
be optimisn’c to suppose that the work had an immediate impact, or even that it 
reached Athanasius’ potential allies before events overtook it, But it marks a sig- 
nificant change of position: Athanasius was now seeking an alliance with bish- 
ops who had condemned and deposed him in 351, and whom he had recendly 
been denouncing as Arians in vieulent language. 

“The work falls into three enturely separate parts. The first comprises a brief 
account of the two councils, every bit as tendentious as the History of the 
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Arians, though somewhat less abusive, Athanasius makes great play with the 
‘dated creed’ of 22 May 359 (3/4), as if the catholic faith had suddenly been re- 
vealed ona spec'ified day of the current year. And he reiterates his long-held view 
that any council which considers the faith is either futrle or dangerous, since it 
will either repeat the Nicene creed or subvert it (S~7). The account of the Coun- 
cil of Ariminum contrasts the dishonesty of those who framed and presented the 
‘dated creed’ with the firm lettet of the council 10 Constantius defending the 
Nicene creed and deposing Ursachis, Valens, Gaius, Germinius, and Auxemius 
(8-11). For events at Seleucia, Athanasius provides a summaty narrative with- 
out documents, and contrasts the resolution of the bishops at Ariminum with 
the fickleness of Eudoxt'us, Acacius, and their allies who disown the Council of 
Nicaea (12.1-14.3). 

‘The second section of @7 the Councils argues that the Atian heresy which 
the majority at Seleucia has condemned in 359 is in all important respects iden- 
tical with the heresy of Arius himself and his original sympathisers, which the 
Council of Nicaea condemned. Athanasius had long believed this thesis: now he 
quotes Arius hiunself (selectively and at length), Eusebius of Nicomedia, 
Eusebius of Caesarea, Athanasius of Anazarbus, George of Laodicea, and the 
sophist Asterius (also at some length) to show that the Acacians of 359 are advo- 
cating, ptecisely the same doctrines (15-19). And he quotes a long series of 
creeds to show how the Arians have tried to replace the Nicene fotmula for 
many years (21~28). Athanasius’ comments on the decuments are misleading, 
for not all are creeds, and he presents them all as due to mere whim, ignoring 
their polit’cal and theological comexte. The documents quoted are the follow- 
ing: 

(1) part of the synodical letter of the Council of Jetusalem in 335, which read- 
mitted Arius; 
(2) part of the letter which the Council of Antioch in 341 wrote to Julius of 

Rome; 

(3) the creed from the synodical letter of the same council; 

(4) a creed submu'ted to the same council by ‘Theophronius of Tyana; 

(5) the creed drawn up at Antioch in 342 and sent to Consvans in Gaul; 

(6) the ‘long creed’ drawn up by the Council of Antioch in 344; 

(7) the creed and anathemas of the Council of Sirmium in 351; 

(8) the theological manifesto drawn up at Sumium in 357, in the names of 

‘@ssius and Pomamuus.” 


In Athanasius’ expesition, all these documents are the work of the same group 
of bishops, perennially dissatisfied with their existing creed. The only alterna- 
tive, Athanasius wiges, is to acknowledge the Council of Nicaea. 

The third section of On the Countails of Arimibwer and Seleucia addresses it- 
self to the key words homoousios and homoiousios. Athanasius argues against 
Eudoxius and Acacius that if the Son really is ‘Tue’ the Father (as they assert), 
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then he must also be of the same essence. He defends the Nicene term, but also 
claims that there is no serrous difference between calling the Son hemeeusies 
with the Father and defining the relationship as homeiousies. Accordingly, those 
who prefer the latter term are neither Arians nor heretics, but should be treated 
like brothers who have a friendly disagreement. Athanasius compares the two 
terms in conciliatory tones, arguing amicably but firmly that the Council of 
Nicaea chose the correct word (32-54). 

Athanasius was thus not unaffected by the theological changes of the late 
350s. By late 359 he welcomed as allies men who had long been enemies. His 
vocabulary shows an internal shift which reflects his change of attitude. In all of 
his earlier wriu'ngs, including the Histeryef the Arians, the word ‘Arian’ denotes 
anyone who condemned Athanasius and who was not a Melia‘an—a category 
which originally coineided with those who also thought that Arius should not be 
treated asa heretic. But @x the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia restricts the 
term ‘Arian’ to homoeans and anomeeans. The Athanasius who returned from 
exile in 362 was ready to cesperate with men who had deposed him, and he was 
prepared to forget the condemnation at Sirmium in 351, reiterated in 353/4 and 
355, which had dominated both ecclesiastical and imperial polit’cs for the 
preater part ef she sixth decade of the fourth century. 
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NEW THEOLOGICAL 
CONTROVERSIES 


‘THE THEOLOGICAL COALITION IN THE EAST WHICH HAD SO OFTEN 
condemned Athanasius from 335 to 351 changed suddenly and unexpectedly in 
the late 350s. A powerful catalyst was added to the theological brew which had 
been steeping in the same controversies for twenty yeats—and reaction soon 
produced new combinations and alignments. The radical doctrines of Aetins 
and Eunomius shattered the broad alliance of bishops in Asia M'nor, Syria, and 
Palestine which had united to condemn Athanasius, Marcellus, and Photinus 
and to propose a series of creeds which sought to modify the Nicene formula 
without formally repudiating it. 

‘Aetius was born c. 313, and poverty compelled him t support his family as 
a goldsmith. He studied in Antioch, Auazarhus, Tarsus, in Antioch again, and 
finally in Alexandria, where he learned medicine and Aristotelian philosophy. 
Unfortunately, the earlier stages of his ecclesiastical career are known only from 
Photius’ summary of Philostorgius, which presents either unusual vicissitudes or 
some doubiig up of episodes. Three steps stand out. Leontius erdained Aetius 
deacon in Antioch, where he began to teach. After 351 Aet‘us became a confi- 
dant of the Caesar Gallus, who sent him to his brother Julian in Asia Minor to 
steer him away from paganism? Then, in 357, Aetius came to Alexandria: he 
accompanied the new bishop George and was presumably active in attempts to 
obtain Egyptian acceptance of the creed and condemnations of the Council of 
Sirmium? When Leontius died, Aetius hurried to Antioch to win over 
Eudoxius In 358 Aetius was exiled,’ then presumably recalled, since he pre- 
sented his Syntagnation in Constantinople in the winter of 359/60—and was 
promptly exiled again.‘ In January 362 Aetius was recalled by Julian, and died 
shortly thereafter.” 

Eunomius was a Cappadocian of humble origin, apparently born shortly be- 
fore 33€. who became a shorthand-writes, then decided to acquire a literary edu- 
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cation, first in Constantinople, then in Antioch, and finally in Alexandria, where 
he became the pupil and disciple of Aetius. He returned to Antroch with Aetius 
and was ordained as a deacon by Eudoxius. In December 359 (se it appears) he 
recited his Apology in Constantinople, after which, in January 360, he was ap- 
pointed bishop of Cyzicus? Basil of Caesarea soon took up his pen to refute him 
and produced his Against Euntomius: Eunomius resigned his see in 361 and lived 
on for more than twenty years, defending himself from tine to time (his Defense 
of His Apology belongs to 378)."* 

Aetius and Eunom'us were dialecticians, aggressive and skilled in argument, 
and the latter earned the nickname ‘the logic-chopper.’' Their innovation was 
te apply Aristotelian logic, specifically the principles of Aristotle’s Categories, to 
Christian theology.” Although it has been fashionable to make them both 
Neoplatonists, and to detect in Eunomius the influence of lamblichus’ exegesis 
of Plato’s Grazylus,® such hypotheses are neither necessary nor convincing,* 
Still less should Aetius and Eunomius be styled ‘Neo-Arians’—a term invented 
at the beginning of the twenteth century.! For terms tke ‘Neoplatonist” are 
employed in order to emphasise that philosophers of Late Antiquity who called 
themselves Platonisws (such as Plotinus, Porphyry, and Jamblichus} did not in 
fact preserve the philosophy ef Plato unchanged, but interpreted the teachings of 
the master on the basis of assumptions and patterns of thought which differed 
greatly from his. The term ‘Neo-Nicene’ is enr ely appropriate to describe the 
theology whicl: prevailed in the later fourth century, but the so-called Neo- 
Arians stand ina very different relationship to their alleged avatat. 

Arius died in 336 in circumstances which were embaccassing, degrading, 
and, by the standards of the age, damning.” Henceforward, not even those who 
had regarded Arius or his views with sympathy ventured to defend him. 
Marcellus of Ancyra had accused Arius at length of heresy in 335/6, but when 
Eusebius defended himself and his theological allies agarust Marcellus in 337/8, 
he took care that neither his Against Marcellus nor his more systematic Ecclesi- 
astical Theology ever named Arius.'* Two decades later, Athanasius depicied 
Aetius (and by implicar‘on Eunomius} as Arians who were reviving and restat- 
‘ing the docwrines of the disgraced heresiarch (Syn. 38.4). Such a partisan view of 
their intentions should not be accepted as ifit were the result of careful investiga- 
tion or theological analysis: the opponents of Aetius and Eunomius were usually 
mere concerned to ridicule and discredit them than to describe their views and 
their intellectual parentage ascuravely. Itshould not even be asstumed {as it tradi- 
tionally has been)thatthe views of Aet‘us and Eunomius really were fundamen- 
tally similar to those of Arius.” 

‘Arius and the alleged ‘Neo-Arians’ need to be understood against theirdiffer- 
ent intellectual backgrounds a generation apart, The theology of Aenius and 
Eunomius was a new phenomenon, whatever its similarities to some of the 
propositions which Anus had advanced (or was believed to have advanced). 
‘Eastern conservatives’ like Basil of Ancyra, who had happily admiteed Arius to 


137 


NEW THEOLOGICAL CONTROVERSIES 


communion when he gave assurances and toned down his views, found the 
ideas of these new radical theologians completely unacceptable. Aetius and 
Eunomius used formal logic to unravel and explain a theological mystery which 
ex hypothesi defied the nezmal rules of syllogistic reasoning. 


Liberius had been arrested in the autumn of 355, interviewed by Constantius, 
and sent to Beroea in Thrace.” By the spring of 357, he was ready to compro- 
mise. When Constantius visited Rome, both the people and the nobility of the 
city requested the return of their exiled bishop: the request was granted, and he 
reentered the city on 2 August.” Fragments of the lost historical polemic by 
Hilary of Poitiers against Ursacius and Valens make cleat what Liberius had 
done to secure permission to return. First, he accepted the condemnation and 
deposition of Athanasius by writing to the eastern bishops announcing that nei- 
ther he nor the church of Rome was any longer in commum‘on with Athanasius. 
This partial acceptance of the decisions of the Councils of Sirmium, Arles, and 
Milan was deemed insufficient by Potamius and Epictetus, and when 
Fortunatianus, the bishop of Aquileia, took a copy of the letter to the emperox, 
he was rebuffed by both che emperor and episcopal colleaguee to whom he ten- 
dered the letter. Liberius accordingly wrote a second letter to the eastern bish- 
‘ops, in which he reiterated his condemnation of Athanasius and added his ac- 
ceptance of the creed drawn up by the Council of Surmium2 

‘When Liberius capitulated, there remained one prominent westera bishop 
who still held out against the condemn: of Athanasius and the creed of 
Sirmium. The venerable Ossius of Corduba, now almost a centenarian, had pru- 
dently avoided the Councils of Arles and Milan, and had declined to subscribe 
to the synodical letter from Sirmium. Constantius summoned him tocourt at the 
same time as Liberius. When Ossius arrived, Constantius urged him to comply. 
The old man refused in displeasure and gricf, but nevertheless obtained permis- 
sion to return home to his city. Constantius wrote to Ossius more than once, 
mixing flatrety and threats. Ossius remained obdurate and encouraged other 
Spanish bishops to resist. After some months Constantius sent for Ossius again 
and had him deta’ned for a whole year in Sirmium, where Gerininius could add 
his constant pleas. Finally, intimidan‘on and harassment broke the aged bishop. 
Potamius of Lisbon arrived in Sumium during the summer of 357: although 
Ossius still obdurately refused to condemn Marcellus, Phot uus, and Athanasius 
or toaccept the creed of 351, he was induced to allow his name to be attached, 
together with that of Potamius, to a theological manifesto in which, for the first 
time, the creed of the Council of Nicaea was explicitly repudiated (Hist. Ar 
42-46)> 

In the presence of Ursacius, Valens, and Germninius (and perhaps other bis- 
ops), Potamius and Ossius drew up a statement which professed to sertle the 
central theological issues of the day. It should be suspected on a priori grounds 
that the document was drafted by Ursacius and Valens, and in fact Phoebadius 
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of Agen presents Ursacius, Valens, and Potamius as its authors. The statement 
emphasised the uniqueness of God the Father, and hence the subordination of 
the Son. Since the document is a theoretical statement, rather than a profession 
of belief, there are no anathemas. The crucial innovation was a proposal to pro- 
hibit the contentious philosophical tenn around which debate had long cen- 
tered: 


Since some or many have been disturbed about [the term} essence (sub- 
stantia), which is called ousia in Greek, that is, to make it more explicit, 
[the term} homoousios,* there ought to be no mention [of it} at all, and 
no one should employ it, for the cause and reason that itis not contained 
in Holy Scripture, it is beyond the knowledge of man, and no one can 
explain the incarnation of the Son. 


‘The nature of this manifesto must not be misunderstood. It was not a creed for- 
mally promulgated, formally accepted, and formally subscribed by a council of 
bishops.” Hence it cannot have been presented to other bishops as a document 
requiring their signature. The manifesto was, to use modern parlance, a ‘trial 
balloon.’ The three Illyrian bishops and Potamius wished to use the authority of 
@ssius to undermine the creed of 325 which he had presented to the Counail of 
Nicaea. They had not entirely miscalculated the theological temper ef the East. 

Careful preparations had been made. Leontius of Antioch was old and in- 
firm, Eudoxius of Germanicia was one of the bishops in the imperial entourage 
when Constantius visited Rome in May 357. It appears that Eudoxius learned 
that Leontius was failing: he invented a plausible excuse, obtained permission to 
leave court, and sailed to Antioch. Therc, when Leontius died, Eudoxius was 
hastily elected and consecrated hishop without the sanct’on of George of 
Laodicea, Marcus of Arethusa, or any other leading Syrian bishop. Eudoxius 
fostered the belief that he enjoyed support from the emperor and palace officials, 
and heat once began openly to uphold the views of Aetius. He convened a coun- 
cil of predominantly Syrian and Phoenician bishops in Antioch, which accepted 
and endorsed the Sirmian manifesto, writ ung a synodrcal letter to congrarulate 
Ursacius, Valens, and Germinius for their services in promoting cerrect doc- 
trine” 

Even in the church of Antioch, however, there were dissidents. When 
Eudoxius excommunicated thent, George of Laodicea raised the alarm in Asia 
Minor. Basil of Ancyra had invited the bishops of Galatta to come to his city to 
dedicate a new church which he had huilt. George wrote to Macedonius of 
Constantinople, Basil, Cecropius of Nicomedia, and Eugenius to warn them of 
the ‘shipwreck’ at Antioch, where Aetius was now an ordained priest and where 
Eudoxius was teaching that the Son is dissimilar from the Father Because of 
the season and inclement weather, only twelve bishops attended the Council of 
Ancyra, which met shortly before Easter 358, but it deew upa long and carefully 
reasoned statement of the case for holding that the Son is of similar essence to 
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the Father. The synodical letter was doubtless mainly the work of Basil himself 
and Eustathius of Sebasteia, whose names stand first in the subscriptions;+ 

The letter from the bishops at Ancyra addresses their fellow servanws in 
Phoenice and ‘the others who hold the same views as we do.’ They express sur- 
prise that any farther clarification of the faith is needed after the definitions pro- 
vided at Constantinople in 336, at Antioch in 341, at Serdica in 343, and at 
Sicamum in 351, and after the explanations of the Council of Antioch in 344, 
The form of their exposition cesembles that of the recent document that they set 
out to denounce and refute. Their central argument is thatif the Son really is the 
son of God, begotten of his Fathes, not the creature of a creator, then he must be 
similar to the Father, and specifically must be similar in essence (homoios kat* 
‘ousian). They draw the corollary that to affirm that the Son is diss’ inilar in es- 
sence {anomoios kat’ oxtsian} is to deny that be is teuly Son, Accordingly, the 
bishops end their letter with a long series ef anathermas against that view, capped 
by a half-hearted anathema on anyone who, ‘by say'nig that the Father is the fa- 
ther of the Son by authority and essence, says that the Son is of one essence or of 
identical essence (tauteousios) with the Favher.”* The contrast of emphasis isthe 
first open hint of a radical change in theological alliances. 

The Council of Ancyra sent ambassadors te the emperor with a request to 
cenvene a ceuncil to confirm the doctrine established at the Councils of Serdica 
and Sumium. Basil of Ancyra, Eustatlu'us of Sebasteia, Eleusius of Cyzicus, and 
Leontius, who is described as an imperial chaplair, found Asphalius, a priest of 
Antisch, on the point of departing from court with an imperial lettres, presum- 
ably cernmending Eudoxius.®® After heating the deleganon from Ancyra, how- 
ever, Coustantius wrote te the church of Antioch in a very different swain. He 
dened that Eudoxius came with his authority and accused him of decer't in the 
pursuit of powec He denounced Aetius as a virtual atheist and asserted his own 
belief that ‘our Savior is the Son of God and of similar essence te the Father.’ 
And he concluded by urging good men to come forward to defend the traci 
tional faith of he church. 

Constantius agteed 10 Basil’s request for another council and proposed 
Nicaea as its venue. Basil persuaded the emperor that Nicomedia was prefer- 
able, and an edict may already have been issued summon'ing bishops frem the 
whole empice for a council to be held in the autumn of 358 when, on 24 August, 
an earthquake devastated Nicomedia and damaged nearby cities. Among the 
dead was Cecropius, the bishop of Nicomedia itself.’ What happened next is 
not altegether cleat.* There were long deliberations and consultatfons—and 
doubtless much intrigue within the palace. It is alleged that Basil and his allies 
succeeded in exiling no fewer than seventy of their opponents, including 
Eunomius and Aerius, and compelled Eudoxius to withdraw to his native Arme- 
nia/” Finally, Constantius decided to hold two parallel councils in East and 
‘West, presumably because either he or the bishops who had his ear (Ursacius, 
Valens, and Germinins) thought that separate councils were mote likely to pro- 
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duce a correct decision than a single empire-wide council—or at least could be 
more easily “unluced to do so. The western counctl met at Ariuminum in July 
359,3* but the date and place of the eastern council were changed more than 
once: in the aurumn of 358 it was expected to meet at Ancyra, then the bishops 
were suinmoned to meet at Nicaea in the early summer of 359, but the counal 
‘Was transferred from there to Tarsus, and finally opened in Seleucia in Isauria on 
27 September 359.°* By then, a wide rift had opened between East and West. 


‘The Sirmian manifesto provoked an immediate and hostile reaction in the West. 
In Gaul Phoebacius, the first attested bishop of Agen in Aquitania, penned a 
refutation as soon as he learned of this ‘deceit of diabolical cleverness.” He ex- 
amined the main propositions of the manifesto and drew the correct inference 
that, since it forbade using the phrase ‘of one essence,” it outlawed the creed of 
Nicaea. Consequently (he protested) the new statement of theological principles 
repudiated Christian tradition, and the authority of the aged and venerable 
@ssius could not disguise this indispumble fact? 

Phoebadius may have sent his work to a Gallic bishop in extle in the East. 
For there are similarities between his werk and one which Hilary of Poitiers 
probably composed in the winter of 357/8, which have fostered the belief thar 
Phoebadius drew on Hilary.*! But the assumption that Phoebadius used Hilary 
would rob his work of its force and immediacy—and at the time of writing 
Phoebadius had evidently not yet heard of the death of Ossius.*? it is historically 
more plausible to date Phoebadius* Against the Arians to the autumn of 357 and 
to explain its similarit’es to Hilary either as the natural result of two writers 
from the same cultural backgeound arguing closely sumilar theses, which draw 
on the same traditions of theological reasoning, or by the hypothesis that 
Phoebadius sent a copy of his work to Hilary. Phoebadius presumably knew 
Hilary before his exile, and there isno difficulty in assuming that Hilacy, perhaps 
only semi-consciously, incorporated phrases of what he had recently read. 

Hilary of Peitiers had been condemned in 356 by the Council of Baeverrae, 
together with Rhodanius of Toulouse, probably because both refused to sub- 
scribe the synodical letter of the Counci! of Sirmium.' Hilary was sent inso exile 
in Phrygia. In the winter of 357/8 his postion as a Latn-speaking Gallic bishop 
in exile in Asia Minor gave him the opportunity to play an important polit‘cal 
role. He composed (probably during the winter of 357/8) a work of historical 
polemic against the ‘blasphemy of Sirmium. He surveyed the Councils of 
Serdica, Sirmium, Arles, and Milan with a newly acquired conviction that the 
attacks on Athanasius were after all atwacks on orthodoxy. He discussed and 
documented the capitulation of Liberius, he stressed the Nicene creed as the 
guarantee of true belief, and he arranged his argument asan attack on Ursacius 
and Valens. Hilary was writing for a western, primarily Gallic, audience, and 
his work had an immediate resonance. 

A council of Gallic bishops met in the spring of 358, condemned the Sirmian 
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manifesto, wrote to Hilaty, and asked him pointed questions about recent theo- 
logical developments in the East.** Hilary responded by attempt'ng to forge an 
alliance between the Gallic bishops and the party of Basil of Ancyra. The long 
letter to the bishops of Gaul and Britain which Hilary wrote later in 358, and 
which the manuscripws entitle ‘On the Councils, or on the Creed of the Easrern- 
ers; cerstitures primary evidence for thecomplicated theological situar‘on at the 
time of its composition.“* 

Hilary argues at length that the two groups are in fact in agreement, that the 
terms homocusios and homoiousios have precisely the same meaning and impli- 
cations, He admis that the Gallic and eastern bishops harbor mutual suy’picions, 
but sets out ro remove western suspicions of eastern credal statements by quot- 
ing and expounding the anathemas of the recent Council of Ancyra and the 
creeds of the Councils of Antoch in 341, of Serdica in 343, and of Sirou'um in 
351, together with its twenty-seven anathemas. Hilary’s apologeu'cal intent 
emerges from a marginal note which he subsequently appended toa copy of the 
work seat to Lucifer of Caralis: he suppressed the last five of the Ancyran anath- 
emas, including the proscripu'on of the term homoousios, because he quotes 
only those which were reported to theemperor at Sirmium.*” For his Gallic audi- 
ence, Hilary depicws his eastern allies as an embattled minority: 


So great is the danger of the eastern churches that it is rare to find either 
clergy or laity of this faith (whose quality you are to judge). Great author- 
ity has been given to impiety by certain men, and the strength of the pro- 
fane has been increased by the exiles of bishops of the cause of which you 
are not unaware, Apart from Elensius and a few with him, the ten prov- 
ances of Asiana, in which I reside, in large pare do not know God truly. 


‘With this holy remnant Hilary shares hhis creed, He may preach one essence, the 
eastern bishops similarity of essence, but both mean the same and hence agree 
on theological fundamentals. 

In the final section of his tong letter, Hilary eurns abruptly to the eastern bish- 
ops.'*He congratulates them for resisting heresy and for sending an embassy to 
court, which rescued the emperor from the error into which the heretics had in- 
veigled him, Ac Sirmium in 358, Ursacius, Valens, and Germinius had demanded 
that thei letter expounding the terms homoousios and hemor ousios be read 
aloud. kt rejected the fermer term as philosophically improper, since it precluded 
sharing of essence; as having been condemned long before by the councit which 
deposed Paul of Samosam; and as having been imposed on the Council of 
Nicaea by force: it was non-scriptural and should be avoided, To counter this 
argument, Hilary defends both the term hornoousies and the Nicene creed: to 
reject them is ro become Arians—and the term homoiousios stands or falls wich 
bomoousios. 

No evidence describes how Hilary’s lerter was received. Yet an immediate 
and bracing effect may be indirectly dexectable. Hilary declared that he had 
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never heard the Nicene creed recited until shortly before his exile in 356, and 
that claim, despite its tendentious context, must refiect a general lack of familiar- 
ity with the creed in the West until the 358s.¥ By 359, however, the western 
bishops assembled at Ariminum were ready to take their stand on the Nicene 
creed. Moreover, at least one literary product of the hardening of western opin- 
ion owes its origin to the stimulus of the writings which Hilary sent to Gaul. The 
Spanish bishop Gregory of lliberris composed On Orthodox Fait against sre 
Arians, a work which echoes both Phoebadius and Hilary’s historical polemic 
against Ursacius and Valens. Gregory makes no obvious allusion to the precise 
historical context in which he is writing: however, the fact thar he defends the 
term homoousios at length but ignores the formula ‘alike in all things’ officially 
adopted in 359 suggests that he was writing before the Council of Ariminum.” 

In Rome, also befere the Council of Ariminum, the converted grammatian 
Marius Victor’nus embarked upon a more ambitious and arduous enterprise.5* 
He began to pen a dense refutation of Arius in which he defended the 
homoousion within a philosophical framework taken from Plotinus and Por- 
phyry, which ult’mately, through Augustine, had a great influence on the devel- 
opment of western trinirarian theology. Although Victorinus completed the last 
of his nine linked treatises against Arius and Arianism only in 363, he probably 
wrote the first group of four in 358 in reaction against the apparent triumph of 
‘Arianism’ in 357 and to attack the homoeousian views of Basil of Ancyra and 
his alfies.5* 

Victor'inus devoted three treatises to refuting Arianism as expounded in two 
letters by the straw-man Candidus, whom he invented for the purpose. He then 
turned to a refutation of Arius humself and included in the first of his treatises 
Adverses Ariwm a bitter attack on Basil. The term fomorousios (he protested) 
wasa very recent invention. Why had Basil, his friends, his pupils, and his fellow 
teachers kept quiet since 3252 Even when he was with the emperor in Rome in 
357, Basil had heard views which contradicted what he now asserted, but he 
had disregarded them and had dined with the very men on whom he was now 
pronouncing anathemas.* The ferocity of Victorinus’ defense of the absolute 
necessity of employing the term bomoousios in theological discouise is an index 
of the resistance which the western bishops were likely to offer if any attempt 
was made to persuade them to reject or abanden the key term in the creed of 
Nicaea” 
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NEITHER CONSTANTIUS NOR THE BISHOPS AT HIS COURT INTENDED 
the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia to enjoy untrammeled freedom of de- 
bate.! Imperial commissioners were to supervise the councils closely and to in- 
fluence their proceedings. In 359, as at Arlesand ar Milan some years before, the 
bishops assembled in conclave were expected to rat'fy a document presented to 
them, not to excogivate a new one (Syx. 8.2). The document to be presented was 
prepared by Marcus of Arethusa and endorsed by a small committee of bishops, 
comprising Ursacius, Valens, Basil of Ancyra, Germint'us of Sirmium, the Egyp- 
tian bishops George of Alexandria and Pancratius of Pelusium, and possi bly 
Hypatianus ofHeraclea. During the vigil before Pentecost, late in the evening of 
22 May 359, in the presence of Constantius, this statement of ‘the catholic 
creed’ was set forth and subscribed (Sy. 8.3-7).2 

“The rext of thecreed shows the hand of the drafter in apparent similarities to 
the local creed of Antioch, and it is the first creed to include the dead Christ's 
descent into hell. But irs main feature is an attempt to mediate, to devise a for- 
mula which all might accept? In language perhaps first employed by Acacius of 
Caesarea,’ it avoided technical terms and propounded a homoean Christology: 


Since the term ‘essence’ (ousia) was adopted by the fathers [sc. at Nicaea 
in 325] without proper cefleation and, not being known by the people, 
causes offense because the scriptures do not contain it, it has been re- 
solved that it should be removed and that in future there should be no 
mention whatever of essence in regard to God, since the divine scriptures 
nowhere refer to essence [when speak ing] about Father and Son. But we 
declare that the Son is like the Father in all things, as the holy scriptures 
indeed declare and ceach. (Syr. 8.7) 


This compromise did not satisfy even the original signatontes, Valens attempted 
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to omit the phrase ‘in all things’ in his subscription until Constantius compelled 
him to include it, while Basil added a gloss explairiing that ‘in all things’ meant 
not merely in will, but ‘in hypostasis and in existence and in being.’’ 

‘The emperer then wrote to the councils to set the agenda for each. The east- 
ern council was instructed first to settle doctrinal issues; then to consider the 
cases of individual bisbops such as Cyril of Jerusalem, who were challenging 
their deposity‘on or exile, and complaints against bishops in office, such as Egyp- 
tian accusations of violence and peculation against George of Alexandria; and 
finally to send ten envoys to court to repart the decisions made.’ The western 
council seems, through a bureaucratic oversight, to have been sent exactly the 
same letter. For Constantius wrowe a second fetter, on 28 May, in which he bade 
the Counal of Ariminum to concentrate on what concerned it, namely, faith and 
unity, and to send ten envoys to him to report on the proceedings, but to make 
no decisions in matters concerning eastern bishops.’ 

Flavius Taurus, praetorian prefect in Italy and Africa since 355, was charged 
with conducting the western council, and it was rumored that an ordinary con- 
sulate would be his reward for success (he became consul in 361}.* Taurus se- 
cured a large attendance. He sent officials threughout Italy, Africa, Spain, and 
Gaul with warrants for free transport and supplies, and pressinginvitations. The 
bishops came, more than four hundred in number, though those frem the Gallic 
prefecture (except for three impoverished bishops from Brita'in) are said to have 
insisted on coming at their own expense, in order to avoid compromising their 
freedom of action. 

The council assembled in July. As seon as the cteed of 22 May was read, the 
bishops split into two camps. The large majority of western bishops denied that 
any new creed was needed after Nicaea. Accordingly, they reaffirmed the Nicene 
creed, declared that nothing should be added to it or saken from ir, and pro- 
ceeded te draw up a formal condemnation of Arius and his heretical views? 
Moreover, they condemned Ursacius, Valens, Germinius, and Gaius (another 
Ylyrian bishop) for discurbing the churches and attempting to subvert the creed 
of Nicaea.'° These decisions, of which the last is dated to 21 July 359, they com- 
municated to Constantius in a letter of polite defiance which also contained a 
request that they be allowed to depart from Ariminum." The letter was taken by 
a delegation, which presumably left Ariminum in late July. Taurus had instruc- 
tions to detain the bishops in the city unnif che business of the council was con- 
cluded in a manner satisfactory to the emperor.” 

Ursacius, Valens, and Germinius had come to Ariminum. Together with their 
western allies and presumably several dozen other bishops from Iilyricum, they 
formed a sizeable minority of almost eighty. Seeing the majority recalcitrant, 
they withdrew from the large church where the council was meeting to a nearby 
building which was unoccupied and took counter-measures."’ They wrote an 
effusive letter to Constantius ask ing that they as defenders of pure doctrine and 
catholic truth, who had renounced alltalk of ‘essence’ on his otders, be permit- 
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ted to return home. They wrote too to the eastern bishops, and most of their 
leaders went as envoys to Constantius—skilful pleaders and practised politicians 
who proved able to outwit the rival delegation.’ 

Constantius had left Sirmium in June, and he was to spend the winter of 
359/60 in Constantinople."* It is not known where or when the two delegations 
from Ariminum met him, but they were received very differently. Constantius 
welcomed the delegates of the minority, but refused te grant an audience to the 
ethers, Coercion was then applied. Constantius departed on a military expedi- 
tion and ordered the envoys to await his retuen at Adrianople. 

Delay and threats produced the desired result.17 @n 10 October, atthe town 
of Nike in Thrace, Restinitus of Carthage and the other envoys of the majority 
disowned thetr decisions at Arim’mum, disavowed their excommunication of 
Ursacius, Valens, Germinius, and Gaius, and subscribed the creed which the 
other delegation had brought from Ariminum.' The formulary which they now 
accepted was a revision of the ceed of 22 May by the Illyrian bishops: it omitted 
the phrase ‘in all things’ after ‘like the Father” and it prohibited the use of the 
phrase ‘one hypostasis’ as well as ‘one oxsia.'® The place of this capitulation 
bad been craftily chosen, The new creed expressing the new homoean ortho- 
doxy was subscribed at Nike: hence it could be represented as a ‘Nicene’ creed, 
and it is reporeed that the similarity of name proved capable of deceiving some 
bishops.” 

Meanwhile, the Council of Seleucia took an even stormier course Person- 
alities and grievances were at issue as well as ideas, One hundred and sixty bish- 
ops attended,” with the comes Leonas and Bassidius Lauricius, the dx of the 
province of Isauria, ordered to attend the sessions. ‘The council opened on 27 
September 359, and Leonas invited the bishops to declare their views, Dispute 
began at once. First, there was a request that the proceedings be stayed until all 
the bishops whose presence was expected should arrive. The absentees included 
Basil of Ancyra, Macedonius of Constantinople, and Patrophilus of Scythopol'ss: 
the latter pair pleaded illness and were perhaps reluctant to face the accusations 
against them. When Leonas refused to countenance any postponement or delay, 
some of those present refused to discuss anything until the charges against indi- 
vidual bishops such as Cyril of Jerusalem and Eustathius of Sebasteta were 
settled,” while others contended that doctr'inal quest‘ons must be debated firs:. 
Both sides appealed to imperial letsers. When the council began its business, it at 
once split into two factions. Acacius of Caesarea led the one, with George of 
Alexandria, Uranius of Tyre, Eudoxius of Antioch, and another forty bishops.4 
The majority were led by George of Laodicea, Sophronius of Pompeiopolis in 
Paphlagonia, and Eleusius of Cyzicus. The latter group wished te accept the 
Nicene creed with as little alteration as possible (merely removing the term. 
homoousios), while the former proposed to draft a new cteed to replace the 
Nicene definition, Debate dragged on till evening, when Silvanus of Tarsus de- 
clared that no new creed was needed, that the creed of the ‘Dedication Council’ 
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would suffice. The party of Acacius withdrew. The majority then brought for- 
ward the creed of 341, read it, and adjourned. The next day, they met in the 
main church of Seleucia behind closed doors and subscribed the creed. 

Acacius and his sympath'sers objected that the procedure was technically 
improper, because the majority had acted in secret conclave. Acacius had his 
own creed prepared, which he read to Leonas and Lauricius. On 29 September 
Leonas attempted to convene the whole council again. Macedonius and Basil 
had now arrived. The party of Acacius refused to sit down with them, arguing 
that both previously deposed and currently accused bishops should be excluded. 
The argument was conceded, and those bishops withdrew against whom a for- 
mal accusation had been laid. Acacius and his party then entered, and Leonas 
declared that he had a petition from Acacius. When the assembly fell silent, 
Leonas read what turned out to be a credal statement.2® After a preface which 
combined flattery of Leonas and Lauricius with complainers against their oppo- 
nents, the Acacians denied that they rejected the creed of the ‘Bedication Coun- 
cil.’ But since the terms honteousios and hemoiousios had troubled many, while 
the term anomoios had only recently been introduced, they repudiated the terns 
honsoousios and Lomoiousios as contrary ro the scriptures and anathematised 
anomoios. Instead, they professed that the Son is like the Father, enounced a 
creed almost identical to the one drafted at Sirmium in May, and excommuni- 
cated all who ventured todisagree with it, Acacius and his supporters subscribed 
the document, but Sophronius objected, and after much inconclusive discussion 
the third day’s session ended. 

Debate continued on the fourth day. Eleusius of Cyzicus reiterated that the 
creed of 341 should suffice,” and Acacius was pressed to specify exactly how the 
Son was like the Father. When he contended that it was in will alone, rot in es- 
sence, it became clear that the majority disagreed. As the questions continued to 
provoke heated discussion, Leonas rose and terminated the session. On the fol- 
lowing day, he refused to join the bishops. Acacius was satisfied with the out- 
come. The majority wece not. They took up the case of Cyril of Jerusalem, 
which Constantius’ original letter to the council had instructed it to consider 
Cyril was in Seleucia and expected to be heard. The bishops of the majority sum- 
moned both Acacius, who had presided at the council which depesed Cyril, and 
the asseciates of the bishop of Caesarea, who included men under accusation for 
non-theological offenses, When they failed to appear despite repeated requests, 
the bishops of the majority deposed Acacius himself, George of Alexandria, 
Uranius of Tyre, Theodulus of Chaeretapa in Phrygia, Theodosius of Philadel- 
phia in Lydia, Evagrius of Mytilene, Leontius of Tripolis, Eudoxius of Antioch, 
and Patrophilus of Scythopolis, and suspended a further nine bishops from com- 
munion unt! they should acquit themselves of the charges ourstanding aga'mst 
them” They then nominated Anianus to replace Eudoxius as bishop of 
Antioch. The Acacians retaliated by arresting him and handing him over to 
Leonas and Lauricius, who exiled him. After a protest to the two officials failed 
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to persuade them to rescind the sentence of exile against Anianus, the majority 
finally sent the required ten envoys to Constantinople to inform the emperor of 
the decisions of the council and left Seleucia to return 10 thetr cities, 

The rival delegation of Acacius reached the emperor first. Constantius 
showed no less anneyance at the eastern refusal to accept the homoean creed 
and canceled the exemptions from curial duties and other civic liturgies which 
some of the offending bishops enjoyed.2* But he deveined the detegares in antici- 
pation thatthe western bishops at Aciminum would soon capitulate. The envoys 
who had accepted the creed of Nike rerurned to Italy and were at first refused 
communion. But the prefect Taurus and the bishops Ursacius and Valens applied 
steady pressure: westem resolve faltered, chen collapsed, and finally Valens (al- 
legedly by dishonesty and outright fraud) induced the last ewenty bishops who 
maintained resistance to accept the new creed. A second delegation left to an- 
nounce that the western bishops were now unired in their acceprauce of the new 
creed. They arrived in Constantinople toward the very end of the year:”" Simi- 
lar pressure on the envoys from Selencia brought similar resus It was argued 
abat only adoption of the homoean creed could provide a bulwark against the 
obvious heresy of Aetius.* When the envoys arrived from Ariminum, the 
Acacians presented themselves as the legares of the whole Council of Seleucia 
and warned the westerners of the dangers which Aerius posed.® The classic 
manocuvre of telling both sets of recalcitrant envoys separately that the other 
had accepted the homoean creed succeeded, On 31 December 359, representa- 
tives of both councils subscribed the creed which established the new imperial 
homoean orthodoxy. 

It now merely remained wo ratify the creed before a single council and to 
expel obdurate dissentienrs. In January 360 a council which perhaps numbered 
as many as seventy-two bishops met in Constantinople, Venerable iguces such 
as Maris of Chalcedon and the Gothic bishop Ulfla attended. The majority 
present were Bithynian bishops, bnt the dominant influence was that of 
Acacius.$ The council promulgated a creed, based on that of Nike, which 
rejected all earlier creeds and forbade any new ones: 


As for the term ‘essence’ (onsia), which was adopted by the fathers with- 
our proper reflection, and being unknown to the people caused offense, 
because the scriptures do not consain it, it was reselved that it should be 
removed and that in future no mention should be made of it at all, siuce 
the hely scriptures have nowhere made mention of the essence of Father 
and Sen, Nor should the erm ‘hypostasis’ be used concerning Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. We declare that the Son is like the Father as the di- 
vine scriptuces declare and teach. But let all heresies, conwary to this 
document now promulgated, both those which have been condemned 
previously and any new ones which may arise, be anathema. (Syx. 
30.8-10)* 
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The council then turned to the pleasing task of condemning the enemies of 
Acacius.” In almost every ease, disciplinary infractions were alleged and ac- 
cepted as proven: they included the offense of a bishop transferring to another 
see-—-which the council not only excused in its own members but even commit- 
ted by replacing Macedowius of Constanuinople with Eudoxius of Anwoch. Nor 
did the council show much greaver consistency when it deposed Eleusius of 
Cyzicus and replaced him with Eunomius, while at the same time condemning 
the latter’s teacher Aerius for heresy.?* The council deposed Basil of Ancyra, who 
{it was alleged) had tried to turn the clergy of Sirmium against their bishop 
Germinius and had written to Africa to seek support among the bishops there.” 
Ir deposed Neonas of Seleucia, Sophronius of Pompeiopolis, Cyril of Jerusalem, 
and many more. 

‘This purge was conducted by a small council in Constansinople with the ap- 
probat‘on of the emperor." Some of its results were unforeseen. Although the 
bishops in Constantinople appointed Melet'us bishop of Sebasteia to replace 
Eustathius,* Meletius was elected by popular acclaim in Antioch to fill the see 
which the council had {eft vacant when it transferred Eudoxius to 
Constant’inople. After his election, Meletius rapidly showed himself to be in real- 
ity an upholder of the Nicene creed.” Fle was unceremoniously deposed, less 
than a month after his elect‘on,” and replaced by Euroius, who long before had 
been a close associate of Arius, In consequence, the existing schism at Antiech 
became still more complicawed. There were now three rival and compesing, 
‘churches of Antioch.’ The officially recognised bishop was the newly appointed 
Euzoius, who attempted to introduce the anomoean ideas of Aew'us. Eustathius 
had been deposed in the reign of Constant'ne and died in exile befere 337 (Hist. 
Ar. 4,1), but his followers maintained a separate organisation and rejected 
Meletius as an Arian appointee, even when he defended the term homoousios. 
Meletius, however, could plausibly datum to be the true successor of Leontr'us, 
and the Meletians (it is reliably reported) formed the most numerous of the three 
groups. 


Constantius crossed Asia Minor in the early spring of 360 and passed through 
Amjioch on his way to Mesopotantia, where Amida had fallen to the Persians 
after a long siege in the previous summer. The war against Persia demanded his 
urgent attention, and the unanimity of doctrine within the church, which his 
prolonged efforts appeared to have secured, proved fragile. Although the 
homoean creed promulgated at Constantinople in January 360 (which in fact 
asserted none of Arius’ or’ginal tenets) was to have a long fife as the ‘Arian’ 
creed of the northern barbarians even after they invaded the Roman Empite in 
the fifth centurg,* within the western empire its fate was linked to the polixcal 
fortunes of its imperial sponsor. Constantius detained four hundred western 
bishops at Ariminum for half a year unwl they subscribed the creed he wished to 
impose upon them, But the craven acquiescence he extorted was short-lived, in 
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the spring of 360, Gaul and Britain (and probably Spain too) passed out of the 
political and military control of Constantius, and Hilary of Poitiers soon arrived 
in the West determined to undo the new eastern orthodoxy. 

Hilary played an impottant (if often obscure) part in the theological debates 
of these years, but he is still more important as a barometer of changes in the 
theological atmosphere and the attitude of educated Christians toward 
Constantius. Writing in 358, Hilary had defended and even praised the creeds of 
the ‘Dedication Council’ of 341, of the eastern bishops at Serdica in 343, and of 
the Council of Sirmi.m of 351.“The fact that all three councils had condemned 
Athanasius will help to explain why the bishop of Alexandria never names 
Hilary among the western bishops who were exiled on his behalf, But by 360 
Hilary and Athanasius were allies, 

Hilary attended the Council of Seleucia, compelled to be present, Sulpicius 
Severus states, by the vicarius and governor who gave him use of the eursus 
publicus.” He may have played some part in strengthening the resolve of the 
majority to resist the imposition of the new creed, though his presence and ac 
tivitres leave no trace at all in eastern accounts of the council.“* After the council, 
Hilary went to Constantinople on his own initiative, not as a member of the of- 
ficial delegation.” There, apparently in January 360, he composed a brief re- 
quest for an imperial audience in a desperate attempt to persuade the emperor at 
the eleventh hour to remain true te the creed of Nicaea,** 

Hilary’s To the Emperer Constanwkus adopts the assumption that 
Constantius is good, pious, religious—and therefore orthodox. He protests 
that he himself had been wrongly condemned and exiled, though he waives his 
right to summon the man responsible, Saturninus of Arles, who was then in the 
city, and appeals instead, for proof of his innecence, to the absent Caesar Julian 
and to a letter of Constantius, which was (he says) available.? Hilary sets out 
briefly, respectfully, and with urgency all that conduces to the peace of East and 
‘West. immediate action is needed, for a new creed is about te be written. Hilary 
beseeches the emperor to allow him to address the council which is now arguing 
about the creed: he will produce scriptural texts and the words of Jesus himself. 
In this plea, Hilary is careful never to refer to the Council of Nicaea by name, 
hut he defends the ‘council of our fathers’ as the key to preserving the church’s 
‘heavenly patrimony.’ 

Hilary failed to obtain an audience with Constantius. Instead he watched the 
emperor secure compliance with the creed of Nike and the Council of 
Constantinople condemn and banish his ecclesiastical allies. Shortly afterward 
Hilary composed a violent diatribe agay‘nst the eastern emperor. His To the Em- 
peror Constantis contained an implicit threat: after voicing a wish that the 
emperors breast should be full of the awareness of divine sayings, Hilary re- 
marks that a ruler who refuses to act as a Christian is an Antichrist. His 
Against Constantins draws the inference which the earlier work had adum- 
brated. It denounces Constantius as a tyrant who does not deserve to rule be- 
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cause he attacks God and persecutes the Christian church just as much as Nero, 
Decius, and Galerius ever had, but more craftily: ‘we are fight’ng against a de- 
ceitful persecuter, against an enemy who uses flattery, against Constantius the 
Antichrist.’ The East is full of terror or war; Constantius is attacking the faith of 
the West, he has unleashed his armies on Christ’s flock, his tribunes have defiled 
the holy of holies a1 Milan, he has brought war to Rome and Toulouse. He is 
ateacking not living mortals, but the fathers who have gone to their eternal rest, 
the bishops’ at Nicaea, and even his own father; he is a foe of divine religion; 
though an heir to his father’s piety, he rebels against it.!5 

Hilary’s argument, like the rabid denunciau’ons of Lucifer of Caralis and the 
historical case developed by Athanastus in the History of the Arians, had po- 
litical implications, even if they were only potential when the work was com- 
posed: if the eastern emperor was a persecuter, he was a fyrannus, and a 
tyrannus, by definition, was unworthy te rule the Roman Empire, whether it 
was Christian or not. Shortly after Hilary wrote his Against Cerstantius, that 
corollary ceased to be merely theoretical, Within a few weeks, when the Caesar 
Julian was preclaumed Augustus in Gaul, the attitude of bishops like Hilary sud- 
‘denly acquired a very sharp political relevance.” 
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WHEN ATHANASIUS WAS EXPELLED FROM HIS SEE IN FEBRUARY 356, 
he wasan isolated figure, with few suppotters in the East apart from his devoted 
following within Egypt. When he returned to Alexandra in February 362, the 
theological climate of the East had changed completely, and with it Athanasius’ 
posttion in the eastern church. Between 356 and 362 the exiled bishop was 
teansformed froma proud prelate with a dubious repuvation into an elder states- 
man renowned for his heroic defense of Nicene orthodoxy. In the autumn of 
359, his On the Ceuncils ef Arintinon and Seleucia signaled a fundamental 
change of attirude, as Arhanasius decided to ally himself with che theologians of 
Asia Minor, whom for twenty years he had stigmat'sed as ‘Arians, ‘Arian fanat- 
ics, and the like.’ They held conservative views and approved of the successive 
attempts by eastecncouncils to define a doctrinal via media from the ‘Dedication 
Council’ of 341 to the Council of Sirmium a decade later, and those among 
them who attended the councils which formulated creeds had condemned 
Athanasius time after time, not only because of his intransigent rejection of their 
theology, but also because they genuinely (and with good reason) believed that 
he was guilty of usimg violence and intimidation to contro! the Egypdau church. 

i must remain a mateer of speculation what would have been Athanasius’ 
fave had Constantius conrinued to rule instead of succumbing to illness in No- 
vember 361. The military odds were in favor of the eastern emperor: he might 
well have defeated Julian and then secured empire-wide acceptance of the 
homoean creed of 359/60 for a period of years. In the event, however, the new 
official creed of 360 lost its imperial patron within two years, and Athanasius 
was allowed so return to Alexandria as bishop of the city by a pagan emperot 
who soon turned to persecuting him—and thus established even more fircaly bis 
reputation as a stead est defender of embattled orthodoxy. 
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Julian, who was appointed Caesar on 6 November 355 and sent at once to Gaul, 
cannot have failed to notice how unpopular was Censtantius” policy of requir 
ing bishops to accept the decisions of the Councils of Sirmium, Arles, and Milan. 
Moreover, a cryptic remark later made by Hilary of Poitrers appears to imply 
that Julian expressed some sympathy for the victims of the imperial policies that 
he was obliged to enforce. In January 360 Hilary protested to Constantius that 
he had been wrongly deposed, and claimed that Julian ‘suffered more insult 
from evil men in the matter of my exile chan I did injury. Hilary appears to 
mean that his ecclesiastical enemies abused Julian for not treating him with suf- 
ficient harshness or rigor when he enforced his deposition by the Council of 
Baeterrae by exiling him to Phrygia.‘ On a priori grounds, it is net fanciful to 
imagine Julian look'ing for futureallies agamst the senior emperor long before he 
was proclaimed Augustus.? 

After the proclamation in the early months of 360, Julian still kept up the 
pretense of being a Christian, Ammianus notes both the fact and its motivation: 


So that he might induce everyone to support him with no hindrance, he 
pretended adherence to the Christian cult, which he had long agosecretly 
abandoned, engaging with a few who shared the secrer in divination, au- 
gury, and everything else which the worshippers of the gods have always 
done. And so that this should beconcealed for the meanwhile, on the fes- 
tival day which the Christians celebrate in January and call Epiphany, he 
proceeded to their church and departed after pray'ing to the div'ine power 
in the normal fashion.‘ 


Since no usurper who wished to displace a Christian emperor could succeed if he 
were a known pagan, Julia: maintained an outward show of Christianity as 
long as Constantius lived. But what stance should a usurper adopt in ecclesiasti- 
cal polit‘es? That depended on the circumstances of the moment, and in 360/1 it 
was clear where Julian’s advantage lay, At the Council of Ariminum, the major- 
ity of western bishops had opposed Constantius’ atvempts to secure thelr accep- 
tance of an eastern homoean creed.” By his proclamation as Augustus, Julian 
declared his pelitical independence of Constantius. Accordingly, his subjects 
could expect him to abandon Constantius’ most unpopular policies, Political 
interest, perhaps even political necessity, thus dictated that Julian pese as a 
champion of religious freedom, specifically of the freedom of western bishops to 
adhere to the Nicene creed, Moreover, there is unimpeachable (if indirect) evi- 
dence that in 360 and 361 Julian wooed the political support of Christians who 
were ecclesiastical oppenents of Constantius. 

Hilary of Poitiers returned to the West, apparently in the spring of 360 and 
without the permission of Constantius.’ Probably before the end of 360, a coun- 
<il of bishops met at Paris, with Hilary present. The Gallic bishops addressed a 
synodical letter to ‘ali the eastern bishops in various provinces,” from whom. 
Hilary had brought a letter. The Gallic bishops thank God for their own libera- 
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tion from association with heresy and lament that so many bishops had been 
compelied to avoid the term antsia ‘under the authority of your name’ because 
East and West were divided. They defend the use of the term hortoousios as 
avoiding Sabeldnism while excluding Arianism. The fact that the eastern letter 
avoids the term exsia shows that its writers have been deceived, that the bishops 
who went from Ariminum to Constantinople were duped, since Hilary reports 
that they could not be driven to such blasphemy. Accordingly, the council ex- 
communicated Auxentius, Ursacius, Valens, Gaius, Megasius, and Justinus,con- 
demned all the blasphemies subjoined to the eastern letter, condemned all those 
who had replaced exiled bishops, and excommunicated anyone in Gaul who 
objected to their decisions. The letter closes by reiterating Gallic adherence to 
the omoousion and by stating that Saturninus of Arles has been deposed by all 
the bishops of Gaul fer crimes in the past and for recent impiety." 

The letter is not straightforward, since it appears to envisage two sets of ad- 
dresses, The Gallic bishops often express themselves as if writing to friends— 
who must he the bishops of Asia Minor whom Hilary regarded as allies. Yet it 
seems probable that the letter which Hilary brought is the synodical letter of the 
Council of Constantinople—and hence that the Gallic bishops are trying to win 
back eastern bishops from the new official orthodoxy. For in 36@ and 361, by 
means of councils of bishops, Hilary ‘condemned the decisions made at 
Ariminum and restored the faith of the churches to its original state of purity.” 

Julian allowed the Gallic bishops to meet in Paris, and perhaps actively en- 
couraged them to do so.” It was, moreover, probably in 360 that he first issued 
an edict allowing bishops exiled by Constantius to return to their cities. This 
edict isnotinally dated to the period after Constantius’ death on the very reason- 
able grounds that ir reached Alenandria on 8 February 362 and was published 
there on the following day, whereas the edict restoring pagan temples, which 
Julian certainly issued after Constantius’ death, was published in Alexandria on 
4 February (Hist. ac. 3.1/2). But it is hard to see what advantages such a policy 
could bring Jufian aftet he had become sole emperor. Why should he now wish 
to restore Athanasius to Alexandria when he must bave known how effectively 
he had resisted Censwantius? @n the other hand, the policy made perfect sense 
before November 361, fot the exiled bishops, both eastern and westeca, were 
enemies of his enemy Constantius. The delay in publish’ing the edict can be ex- 
plained. For the document which arrived in Alexandria on 8 February was nor a 
copy of the imperial edict itself, but a letter from the comes Orientis transmitting 
its contents. Now the comes Orientis was an appointee of Constant'us who 
went an to serve the Arian Valens as praetorian prefect of the East for eight 
years: Domitvus Modesms was a prudent and cautrous man who may have hesi- 
tated hefore proclauming an edict at variance with the official paganism of the 
new ruler of the East. 

As soon as Constantius was dead, Julian ordered his army to sacrifice to the 
old gods. He canceled all the privileges granted to Christians and the Christian 
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church by Constantine and his sons, and embarked upon a systematic attempt 
10 undo the Constantinian refotmation. His religious policy had three main as- 
pects. First, Christians were to be subjected to legal disabilities, but not perse- 
cuted outright, since Julian desired to debilitate the chutch without giving it 
more martyrs." Second, pagans were to benefit from ‘affirmatve action,’ while 
paganism as an entity was te be organised along Christ'an lines as a counter- 
church. And third, the Jews were te be allowed to live in Jerusalem again and 
have a temple there in which to worship."* But Julian’s policy of harassment or 
covert persecution was doomed to be ineffectual. The Christian church had long, 
been too powerful for the Roman government to suppress it—as Galerius and 
Maximinus had learned to their cost at the beginning of the fourth century.'” 
The ineffectiveness of Julian’s attempt to subvert Cluistianity is perhaps most 
clearly displayed in his dealings with Alexandria. 

George reentered Alexandria on 26 November 361. His timing was unfortu- 
nate. Four days latet, news came of Constantius’ death, and he was imprisoned. 
A month later, on 24 December, a mob dragged him out of ptison and lynched 
him (Hist. ac. 2.8-10). On receipt of the news, Julian jumped to the conclusion 
that George had been murdered by pagans. He accordingly wrote the city a let- 
ter of mild rebuke for killing George, ‘the enemy of the gods,’ rather than leaving 
him to be tried and suitably punished. The letter emphasises that the 
Alexandrians are Greeks and devotees of Serapis, who will in future show them- 
selves worthy of their Greek—in other words, their pagan—character.” Julian 
was sadly deluded about the Hellenism of Alexandria, and also probably about 
the identity of George’s murderers. George's ecclesiastical opponents had as 
much cause to attack him as the pagans whose shrines he had seized. Since they 
had forced George to flee the city in 358 and had then taken over the churches 
from his supporters (Hist. ac. 2.3/4), it seems highly unlikely thatthey werentere 
spectators when he was killed. 

Athanasius was ready to take advantage of the edict which allowed bishops 
exiled under Constantius to return. On 21 February 362, twelve days after the 
prefect Gerontius published it in Alexandria, he reentered the city (Hist. ac. 3.3) 
and within a few weeks presided over a small but important council of bishops. 
Eusebius of Vercellae and Lucifer of Caralis were in exile together in the Thebaid 
and also ready to act. Eusebius came to Alexandria, conferred with Athanasius, 
and played a prominent role in the council”? The hot-headed Lucifer prefetred 
to go straight to Antioch, where he took the precipitate step of consecrating 
Paulinus as bishop of the followers of Eustathius, who were in schism not only 
with the recently appointed homoean bishop Euzoius, but also with the follow- 
ers of Meten‘us, who, having been deposed for Nicene tendencies in 360, was 
also entitled ro return to the city under the tertns of Julian’s edict. Meletius 
reached Antioch before Lucifer and his supporters had already taken possession 
of the ‘old church’: hence the latter’s hasty consecration of Paulinus exacer 
bated existing dissensions and divided the pro-Nicene party in the church of 
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Antioch into two mutually hostile factions. Athanasius and Eusebius, in con- 
trast, were determined to restore peace,concord, and unity amongall who could 
accept the creed of Nicaea,?! 

The Council of Alexandria met in the spring of 362, probably shertly after 
Easter, which fell on 31 March. Two primary documents have survived to illu- 
minate its proceedings. The first, transmitted under the title Epistwla Catholica, 
appears to be the opening section of the synodical letter of the council: it long 
languished forgotten among the numerous Athanasian spuria, but has recently 
been recognised as a genume document of great historical sign'ficance,* The 
second document is the so-called Terus ad Antiochenos, which was produced 
by a small sub-committee after the council in an attempt to persuade the twe 
pro-Nicene groups in the church of Antioch to lay aside their quatrel2> 

Most of the bishops who attended the Council of Alexandria came inevitably 
from Egypt and Libya, Bur the presence of Eusebius of Vercellae, of the Arabian 
bishop Asterjus, and of two deacons representing Lucifer made it much more 
than a mere provincial council. I synodical letter was composed jointly by 
Athanasius and Eusebius—or, to be moze precise, Athanasius produced the final 
version from a draft which Eusebius had prepared before he reached Alexan- 
dria. Its tenor is pacific, its aim reconciliation, The letter alludes to the violence 
suffered by the etthodox in the recent past, but it presents the current situation 
in the best possible light and propounds a minimal interpretation of orthodoxy. 
Although the corrupt‘on of Ariantsm has long been present, nevertheless the 
vast majority of both ordinary Christians and bishops retain the true apostolic 
faith unsullied, Even if both laity and bishops have been eonstrained by ferce or 
misled with deceptive words, they can now redeem themselves merely by ac- 
knowledging the truth of a few basic propositions. These are set out in the 
broadest of terms, Since it must be accepted ‘that as God the Son of Goal cannot 
be a creation of God and that the Holy Spirit cannot be reckoned among what is 
created,’ for only divine incarnation, not the presence on earth of a creature or a 
slave, can make men divine or into God’s temples, what every Cheistian needs 
for salvation can be stated briefly and succinctly: 


‘The badge of our faith fis}: the ‘Trinity [is] of one essence (hamoorsies) 2 
true God who became man of Mary. Whoever does not agree, let him be 
anathema! For this is what the document of the great Council of Nicaea 
means: that the Son is of one essence with the Father, and that the Spirit is 
glorified {equally} with the Father and the Son; that as true God the Son 
of God became flesh, suffered, rose again, ascended into heaven, and will 
come as judge of the Irving and the dead, to whom be glory for ever and 
ever. Amen! 


‘The Epistula Catholica was designed for an emp're-wide audience. The ver- 
sion of which a part survives was addressed to the orthodox bishops of Syria, 
Cilicia, Phoenice, and Arabia, and Eusebius was chaiged with taking a letter 
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identical in content to the West.” But before he deparved, he subscribed his 
name to the so-called Torus ad Antiochenes, which Athanasius drew up ix the 
name of himself and other bishops, including Eusebius and Asterius, who met 
after the main council in an attempt to solve the schism in thechurch of Antioch, 

The Torus has the same general aim as the Ep'stula Catholica, but it ad- 
dresses itself specifically to the sittation in Antioch, where it was to be read 
aloud with both Eustathians and Melet ans present in the hope that those who 
desired peace could ensure that the Lord would be glorified by all together” 
Hence Athanasius advances a careful (but not carefully constructed) argument 
which seeks throughout to persuade the followers of Eustathius to enter into 
communion with the newly returned Meletius and his much larger congrega- 
tion? The letter praises fellowship, peace, and concord, and voicesa prayer that 
‘“ someone still seems to be associating with the Arians, he may abandon their 
madness, so that everyone everywhere will in future say “One Lord, one faith” 
(Ephesians 4.5). And in order to secure that end, the representatives of the 
council who are beingsent to Antioch will join both the congregation in the ‘old 
church’ and former Arians with Paulinus and his congregation by requiring of 
all only that they abjure the heresy of Arius, accept the creed of the holy fathers 
at Nicaea, and anathematise those who say thatthe Holy Spirit is a creature and 
distinct from the essence (owsia) of Christ, and also anathemat'se the heretical 
ideas of Sabellius, Paul of Samosata, Valentinus, Basifides, and Mani?! More- 
over, since the theological statetnent which the western bishops at Serdica in 343 
had discussed was known in Antioch, Athanasius deemed it necessary to 
emphasise that it had been rejected by the council? For the central contention 
of the whole document is that acceptance of the creed of Nicaea as the sole au- 
thoritative creed is both necessary and sufficient to restore harmony to the 
church2? 

‘The Torus ad Antiochenos has the form of a letter written in the name of 
Athanasius, Eusebius, Asterius, and some seventeen Egyptian bishops to 
Eusebius, Lucifer, Asterius, and two Syrian bishops, Cymatius of Paltus and 
Anatolius of Beroea, The apparent oddity of the fact that Eusebius and Asverius 
are both writers and recipients of the letter is easily explicable: they were de- 
puted to take it to Ant’och, read it aloud, and attempt to reconcile the dissident 
factions.* The wansmitted form of the Tornus reveals what happened to it after 
Athanasius had composed it. First, in Alexandria, it was duly subscribed by the 
bishops whose names stand in its heading; in addition, twe deacons sent by Lu- 
cifer and two by Paulinus added their names in the presence of monks sent by 
Apollinaris, Moreover, Eusebius appended a very brief doctrinal statement in 
Latin signifying his agreement with the preceding decument, while Asterius 
added a single sentence to the same effect.* Then, in Antioch, Paulinus added a 
paragraph in which he accepred the winitarian theology of the Epistidla 
Catholica and the Tornus ad Anfochenos and utsered the required anathemas.’* 

In Antioch, however, events had moved beyond the situation which the 
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Council of Alexandhia sought to remedy: Eusebius arrived to find that Lucifer 
had already consecrated Paulinus as the pro-Nicene bishop of Antioch, and as a 
result he was totally unable to reconcile the two factions. Hence he left for the 
‘West with his mission in AntYoch unfulfilled, while Lucifer, enraged that 
Eusebius refused to recognise his consecration of Paulinus, tried to wriggle out 
of theconsequencesofhis depunes’ acceptance of the decisions of the Council of 
Alexandria, then returaed home to Sardinia, where he soon died after founding 
a schisman'‘c sect of Luciferians.” In Antioch itself, Meletius controlled the ma- 
jor churches and was widely recognised as the legit’mate bishop of the city by 
other bishops who attended councils under his presidency.* Athanasius, how- 
ever, refused until his death to enter into communion with Meletius, even when 
Basi! of Caesarea pressed him to do so in order to strengthen the pro-Nicene 
forces with the churches of Syria ana Asia Minor” 

The importance of the Council of Alexandria should not be measured by its 
failure to solve the local problems of the church of Antioch. When Eusebius 
reached Inaly, he entered into alliance with Hilary of Poitiers and Liberius of 
Rome to undo all the consequences of the western bishops’ acceptance of the 
homoean creed at Ariminum three years earlier.’ The Council of Alexandria 
was not an isolated phenomenon. A letter of Athanasius discloses that similar 
councils were held in 362 in Greace, Spain, and Gaul: those councils, like the 
Couneil of Alexandria, decided to pardon those who had fallen and championed 
impiety, provided that they repented, though excluding them from the clergy, 
and bothto pardon and to acknowledge as clergy those who had not voluntarily 
furthered the course of impiety, bur had acquiesced as a result of necessity and 
violence, provided that they were able to explain their actions satisfactorily." 

Julian realised too late that his subversion of homoean predom’nance in the 
East was nor weakening the Christian church as he hoped, but strengthen’ing 
those parws of it which had shown themselves most capable of resisting imperial 
power Accordingly, he decided on a change of policy. On 24 October 362, the 
philosopher Pythiodorus, a native of Thebes, arrived in Alexandria bringing 
with him an edict from the emperor which ordered Athanasius to leave the city 
(Hist. ac. 3.4; Index 35).* Julian explained that he had allowed the bishops 
exiled by Constants to return to their cities, not to their churches: since 
Athanastus had reoccupied his episcopal throne, and this was displeasing to the 
pious people of Alexandria, he must leave as soon as the emperor’s letter 
arrived. 

Athanasius did not leave. On the contrary, the local senate submitted a peti- 
tion requesting that he be allowed to remain. In reply, Julian banished 
Athanasius not only from Alexandria but from the whole of Egypt, and he 
wrote to the prefect Ecdicius scolding him for his silence in the matter of 
Athanasius and commanding him to expel the bishop from Egypt by 1 Decem- 
ber. A querulous subscription added in the emperor’s own hand to the dictated 
etter betrays his imposent fanaticism: 
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It vexes me greatly to be disebeyed. By all the gods, there is nothing 1 
should rather see, or rather hear of as done by you, than that Athanasius 
has been driven out of Egypt. The infamous fellow! He has had the ef- 
frontery to baptise Greek women married to prominent citizens in my 
reign! Let him be hunted down! 


Athanasius was not perturbed, He dismissed the imminent persecution by Jultan 
as ‘a small cloud which will soon pass," went up river to the Thebaid (iredex 
35), and again avoided capture by the soldiers sent to arrest him.* Julian's death 
“inPersia soon provided him with yet another proof that God intervened actively 
in human affairs to protect both true faith and Athanasius himself, 


Assoon as he learned of Julian's death, Athanasius returned secretly to Alexan- 
dria by night, and at once set off to the imperial court.” The death of Julian had 
been announced in Alexandria by the prefecr Ecdicius on 19 August 363 (Hist. 
ac. 4.1), On 6 September Athanasius embarked and left Egypt to seek an audi- 
ence with the new emperors, whom he reached before Jovian left Hierapolis 
(Index 35), probably in early October. The emperor received Athanasius with 
honor and gave him the vital document which past experience warned him he 
might need for his own protection (Hist. ac. 4.4): a letter which complimented 
him on his sufferings fororthodoxy and instructed him to return to his episcopal 
duties in Alexandria” Other bishops toe approached Jovian, even before 
Athanasius. ‘The allies of Macedonius asked to be restored to the sees of which 
anomoeans had dispossessed them. The bishops Basil of Ancyra, Silvanus of 
Tarsus, Sophronius of Pompeiopolis, Pasinicus of Zela, Leontivs of Comana, 
Callicraves of Claudiopolis, and Theophilus of Castabala presented the peution, 
Jovian declined to grant their request, observing that he hated rivalry, but loved 
and respected those who preached concord within the Christian church.5* 

‘What Jovian meant by concord became clear when he arrivedin Antioch and 
showed favor to Meletius, Under Melerius’ presidency a council was held at 
‘Ant‘och which drew up a letter to the emperor. Recalling not only jovian’s desire 
for peace and concord within the church, but also his insistence on a creed to 
embody this unity, the assembled bishops declared that they accepted the Nicene 
creed. They explained, however, that by homoeusios the fathers at Nicaea had 
meant that the Son was ‘begotten from the essence of the Father,’ and that he 
was ‘like the Father in essence’ (that word not being used in the normal Greek 
sense), They condemned both Arius and the anomoeans, and quoted the creed 
of Nicaea. The signatories of the letter comprised Meletius, Eusebius of 
Samosata, Titus of Bostra, and another twenty-four bishops from On‘ens and 
Asia Minor. 

Athanasius may have felt obliged to make a gesture of friendship toward 
Meletrus, but there was no reconciliation, and the aims of the Tomus ad 
Antiechenes remained unfulfilled.” Athanasius acted independently. He pre 
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sented to the emperor, in response {or so at least he alleged} to his request for a 
brief statement of catholic docwine, a letter which had been drawn up by a hast- 
ily convened council of bishops in Alexandria before he left. It emphasises the 
Nicene creed as the touchstone and guarantee of orthodoxy. The holy fathers at 
‘Nicaea had condemned Arius and promulgated an orthodox creed. That creed 
now needls to be reiterated because some who wish to renew the Arian heresy 
have set it aside: while pretending to confess the creed, they deny it because they 
interpret away the term homoeusios and blaspheme against the Holy Spirit by 
saying that the Holy Spirit is a creature and came into existence through the 
agency of the Son, 

Athanasius must have remained in Antioch for some time, since he did not 
reenter Alexandria until 14 February (Hist. ac. 4.4). Jovian left Antioch in early 
November, but before he departed, he repulsed the enemies of the bishop. A 
single page has survived in Copt'c translation of a letter which Athanasius wrote 
from Antioch to his Alexandrian congregation, Athanasius appears to allude to 
the Council of Antioch: he urges his congregation not to ridicule a document 
which his erstwhile enemies may publish and to let bygenes be bygones. The 
emperor has shown himself well disposed toward Athanasius despite the com- 
plaints which ‘Lucius, Berenicianus, and the other Arians’ made in Ant‘och on 
30 October 363.* 

A full account of these complaints and of the emperor’s reaction to them has 
been preserved in a documentary or quasi-documentary form in the corpus of 
Athanasius’ apologesical writings, Lucius, formerly a priest of George in Alex- 
andria, had been elected as George’s successor, and was recognised outside 
Egypt by Eudoxius of Conssant'nople, Theodorus, Sophronius, Euzoius, and 
Hilarius.* Lucius too was now in Antioch, leading a group of Alexandrians 
with complaints against Athanasius. They approached the emperor as he rode 
out of the city to military exercises, He refused to listen. They then approached 
Jow‘an a second time, but he brushed aside as obsolete accusations which were 
ten, tweaty, or even thirty years old. On the third occasion, Jovian listened to 
two representamves from each side. But he still refused to hear ill of Athanasius, 
whose orthodoxy he had himself verified. Moreover, he asserted Athanasius’ 
right to prevent his opponents from assembling to worship, smice they were sec- 
tarians and heretics. Significantly, the Arians complained that Athanasius had 
seized church property (in other words their churches), and one of their number, 
who wasa lawyer, stated that the cathelicus had seized his housesat Athanasius’ 
instigation. Jovian rebuffed the petitioners again. Later the same day, when 
Lucius approached the emperor yet again as he returned to the palace, he was 
rebuffed yet again at the porch of the palace, and the emperor punished the 
court eunuchs who petitioned him to grant the Arians an audience, 


After he left Antioch, Jovian crossed Asia Minor and traveled toward 
Constantinople, but died in Bithynia of accidental suffocation during the night 
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of 16/7 February 364.7 A few days later, the army acclaimed as emperer the 
Pannonian officer Valentinian, who, on 28 March, after pressure from his offic- 
ers and men, appointed his younger brother Valens joint Augustus with him.’* 
‘The two brothers reorganised the administration of the empire, then, on 4 Au- 
gust at Sitmium, divided the empire becween them and parted. Valentinian took 
the western provinces and most of the Balkans, Valens the East, This division of 
the Roman Empire closely resembled the earlier division between Constans and 
Constantius, and the ecclesiastical politics of the decade from 365 10 37S showa 
strong similarity to those of the 340s. There is, however, one striking and funda- 
mental difference between the two periods: the western emperor Valentinian 
gave no encouragement or support to eastern bishops who opposed his brother's 
ecclesiastical policies when they appealed fer western assistance in combating 
heresy in the East, 

Valens was later remembered as an ‘Arian’ emperor who persecuted the 
Christian church fiercely, and the orthodox ecclesiastical historians of the fifth 
century duly tepeat tales of atrocities—cighty clerics burned on a ship in the 
Gulf of Astacus near Nicomedia and a massacre at Edessa supervised by the 
praetorian prefect.” But those stories have long (and rightly} been regarded with 
extreme suspicion: the early and reliable evidence fails to document any real 
‘persecution’ except in Egypt. Valens teinstituted the homoean creed of 360 as 
the official creed of the Roman Empire in the East, but, unlike Constantius, he 
did not insist that all bishops subscribe to it in order to retain their sees, merely 
that they refrain from repudiating or attacking it. Hence a resolute and crafty 
opponent hike Basil, who became bishop of Caesarea in Cappadecia in 370, was 
able to burid upa strongopposition by ensuring the ord mation of priests and the 
election of bishops who accepted the Nicene creed—provided that beth he and 
they took care not to condemn the Council of Constantinople and its creed. 


As the emperors leit Constantinople in the spring of 364, a ceuncil of bishops 
from Bithym‘a and the region of the Hellespont who accepted the term 
bomoousies sent Hypatr'anus, the bishop of Heraclea, to the emperors to request 
permission te meet for the correction of doctrine.’ Valentinian replied that as a 
layman he had no sight to an opinion on such maners, but the bishops whose 
concern they were might gather wherever they wished. The Hellespontine bish- 
ops then met at Lampsacus and declared the decisions of the Council of 
Constantinople invalid: they reaffirmed the creed of the ‘Dedication Council’ of 
341 and the formula that the Son is like the Father in essence, they remstated the 
bishops deposed in 360, and they wrote to all the eastern churches te that effecr. 
When Valens learned of their decisions, he invited them to be reconciled with 
Eudow'us, and when they refused, he exiled them. 

In the following year, a series of councils met on the south coast of Asia Mi- 
nos, at Smyrna, in Pisidia, in Isauria, in Pamphylia and Lycia, and decided to 
send Eustathius of Sebasteia, Sianus of Tarsus, and Theophilus of Castabala as 
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enyeys to the western emperor Valentinian with letters to Liberius and the west- 
ern bishops generally asking for their aid in the defense of orthodoxy. When the 
envoys arrived in Iraly, Valentinian had already deparsed for Gaul: they gave up 
any attempt to see him, and simply presented the letters of the councils and a 
briefer communication of their own te the bishop of Rome. They protested that 
they and the bishops who had met at Lampsacus, Smyrna, and elsewhere were 
defending the orthodox faith of the catholic churcs as defined by the three hun- 
@red and e'ighteen bishops at Nicaea against the insane attacks of heretics. 
Liberius received the envoys into communion and gave them a long letter in his 
name and in that of the western bishops in general addressed to some sixty-six 
nanted bishops and ‘all the orthodox bishops in the East.” 

The bishop of Rome complimented the eastern bishops on their adherence to 
the creed of Nicaea, the pure ‘catholic and apostolic faith’ which the West also 
upheld, and explained that the western bishops in 359 had repudiated it only 
temporarily at the Council of Ariminum because of daception and compulsion 
by secular power: the recipients of the letter, therefore, should publicise the fact 
that the West was now fur in its repudiation of the creed of Ariminum (that is, 
of the official homoean creed of the East} and of all the blasphemies of Arius. 
The envoys sailed back to the East by way of Sicily, where a provincial council 
gave them a similar letter, and presented the letters which they had received in 
the West to a council at Tyana. This council endorsed the decisr ons of the earlier 
Asian councils, welcomed the agreeinent of the western bishops, and circulated 
a synodical letter which invited bishops elsewhere in the East both to signify 
their agreement in writing and to gather on a stated dave in Tarsus. This pro- 
jected large eastern council at Tarsus was clearly intended to ranify and reaffirm 
the creed of Nicaea. To forestall it, thirty-four bishops hast'ly met at Antioch in 
Caria: they proclaimed the need for concord in the church, rejected the creed of 
Nicaea, and affirmed their adherence to the creed of the ‘Dedication Council’ as 
reiterated at Seleucia in 359. The Carian council presumably followed the nor 
mal practise of transmitting its decisions to the emperor: at all evenrs, Valens 
prohibited the planned Council of ‘farsus from meeting and issued a general or- 
der te provincial governors that bishops who had been deposed under 
Constantius, then cestored to their sees under Julian, be expelled from their 
churches. 

Valens’ general policy and the new decree had an obvious relevance to 
Athanasrus in Alexandra. Athanasius had never disguised his disapproval of the 
homoean creed, and there was a rival cla'mant to the see of Alexandria in the 
shape of Lucius, whom the supporters of George had elected to succeed him and 
who accepted the official homoean creed. On 5 May 365 an imperial order was 
published in Alexandria which stipulated thar bishops who had been deposed 
and ejected from their cburches under Constantius but who had recovered their 
positions in the reign of Julian should again beexpelled from their churches. The 
edict also threatened with a fine of three hundred pounds of gold any local cxria 
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which failed to ensure the expulsion of the bishop in its city if he fell under ive 
terms. The leading cuwriales of Alexandria, who were few in number, and the pre- 
fect Flavianus urged Athanasius to obey the imperial order and leave the city, 
but a crowd of Christians demonstrated against the authorities, arguing that the 
imperial order did not apply to their bishop, since Athanasius had been restored 
as well as exiled by Constantius and exiled as well as restored by Julian, and 
owed his most recent restoration to Jovian, not to Julian Public disorder con- 
tinued unti! 8 June, when Flavianus amounced that he had writen to the emper- 
ors reporting on the situation and requesting clarification. 

Nearly four months later, on 5 October, Athanasius left his church secretly 
during the night and went intohiding, just in rime to escape an attempt to arrest 
him by Flavianus and the dix Victorinus, in command of a detachment of sol- 
diers, Athanasius temained in hiding for feur months.* Release came for rea- 
sons which had nothing to do with ecclesiastical politics. On 28 September 365 
Julian’s relative Pracepius was proclaimed Augustus in Constantinople. Valens 
‘was compelled to break off his journey to Syria to confront what appeared 10 be 
a serious challenge to his rule, and the rebellion was not suppressed until the 
spring of the following year” Like Constantius in 350, therefere, Vales could 
not take the risk that Egypt might side with the rebel. On 1 February 366 the 
notarius Brasidas arrived in Alexandria with a leer from Valens which invited 
Athanasius to return to his church and resume his normal functions as bishop. 
Afree Brasidas, accompanied by the prefect and the dx, had anneunced the im- 
perial order to the decurions and the people of the city in the prefect’s palace, 
Brasidas led the decurions and a large crowd of Christian to Athanasius’ hiding 
place and escorted him back to the Church of Dionysius (Hist, ac. 5.1~73 Index 
37). 

That was almost the end of Athanasius’ troubles. On 21 July 366 it is re- 
ported that a pagan mob burned the Caesareum (Index 38): the episode is iso- 
fated and puzzling—unless its correct dave is 21 July 365, on which day a great 
tidal wave caused great destruction in Alexandria and throughout the eastern 
Mediterranean (index 37). After 365/6 Valens decided to leave Athanasius un- 
molested. When Lucius returned to Alexandria aga‘, he did so without official 
support. Athanasius’ rival arrived in the city secretly on 24 September 367. After 
spending the night in hiding, he went to his mother’s house. As soon as his ar- 
rival became known, a large crowd gathered and denounced his entry inte the 
city. The dex Traianus and the prefect ‘latianus sent the leading decurions to 
persuade Lucius to depart, When it became clear that Lucius could not leave his 
mother’s house without being lynched by the crowd, the dux and the prefect 
came with a large number of soldiers and escorted him through a continuous 
shower of insults to the official residence of the dtex, where he stayed until the 
next day. On 26 September Traianus took Lucius to Nicopolis, whence he sent 
him out of Egypt under armed guard (Hist. ac. 5.11~14; Index 39), 
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Athanastus was at fast secure, and on 8 June 368 he celebrated the fortieth anni- 
versary of his consecration as bishop of Alexandria. He marked the eccasion by 
commissioning a documented history of the church of Alexandria from the be- 
ginning of the fourth century in order to ensure that his verston of events would 
henceforth be accepted—an enterprise in which he was conspicuously success- 
ful, He may also have collected and revised the works which he had composed 
and recomposed to defend himself against the attacls of his ecclesiastical en- 
emies in the 330s, 340s, and 350s: although the collected edition which survives 
in mediaeval manuscripts is a posthumous edition, there are signs that 
Athanasius himself may have made revisions and additions around 370.5 
Athanasius also left his mark on his city with two new buildings. Through 
‘Traianus, who had shown his goodwill toward hitn in 367, he submitted a re- 
quest to Valens that he begranted imperial permission to rebuild the Caesareumn. 
Valens indicated his official support of Athanasius by granting permission, and 
rebuilding commenced on 1 May 368 (Index 40). On 22 September of the same 
year, Athanasius began construction in the Mendidion of the church which was 
to bear his own name: it was completed quickly and dedicated on 7 August 370 
Undex 41, 42). 

@uncide Alexandria and Egypt, Athanasius was cegerded as an elder staves 
man whose opinions carried great weight, and Basil of Caesarea wrote to him in 
flattering terms.” Basil ptessed Athanast‘us to join in the struggle for orthodoxy, 
to become a Samuel for the churches. But Athanasius declined to involve himself 
in ecclesiastical affaiss outstde Egypt, and he did not respond to Basil's urgent 
pleas to heal she schism in Antioch by entering into communion with Melet'us.” 
After 362 Athanasius served as a potent symbol of the resolute defense of true 
faith in the face of heret’cal oppzession, but it may plausibly be argued that he 
had long been out of touch with current theological debate.” He played no sig- 
nificant part either in shaping the Neo-Nicene orthodoxy which was to triumph 
at the second ecumenical council or in more mundane ecclesiastical politics out- 
side Egypt. The Letter to the Africans, which appears to show that Athanasius 
supported the theological initiatives of Damasus and the bishops of Gaul and 
Spa'in, must be pronounced inauthenn’c.”? And when, toward the end of his life, 
Athanasius wrote to Epictetus, he was responding to a letter from the bishop of 
Corinth, whose acquaintance he may have made as he passed through Greece 
onhis return from seven years of ewile in the West a quarter of a century earlier.* 
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WHAT DOES THE CAREER OF ATHANASIUS REVEAL ABOUT THE CIRIS- 
tian church in the Constantinian empire? This essay in historical reconstruction 
has attempted to understand what Athanasius wrote about his career and why 
he wrote as he did, and, at the same time, to analyse what he wrote in order to 
disentangle the true course of events from the subtle misrepresentations with 
which he detiberately covered and obscured his controversial career. What gen- 
eral inferences may now drawn?" 

Perhaps the most striking feature of Athanasius’ career is the interpenetra- 
tion of ecclesiast'’cal and imperial politics. In 345 the western emperor Constans 
threatened civil war if the easter emperor Constantius did not agree to accept 
the restoratvon of Athanasius and Paul of Constantinople. The threat may have 
been made more gently and less directly in the winter of 343/4 when Constans 
sent a letter with the bishops who took the decisions of the Council of Serdica to 
his brother. But on this earlier occasion Constantius declined to act—and his re- 
fsa] may be connected with a recent success in his war with Persia. In 345, 
when Athanasius’ replacement in Alexandria died, Constantius yielded to his 
brother’s threats and agreed to allow Athanasius to return to his see, perhaps 
partly because of the military situation in Mesopotamia: in 346 the Persians be- 
sieged the important city of Nisibis for three months. But in 349, as Constans 
was draw ing toward the ed of an unpopular reign, the eastern bishops who 
‘opposed Athanasius judged the time opportune to remove him again. 

‘The Council of Antioch in 349 cannot have met without imperial permission 
(or at least acquiescence): the bishops who attended clearly expected 
Constantius to enforce their renewed deposition, and it seems that the emperor 
ordered his praetorian prefect Philippus, who had recently arrested Paul in 
Constantinople and brought him to court, to go to Egypt to apprehend 
Athanasius, But a sudden political change saved Athanasius. Magnentius was 
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proclaimed emperor in Gaul, Constans was killed, and the usurper made himself 
master of the whole of the western empire. Magnentius wrote to Paul and 
Athanasius seeking theirsupport. Paul was killed in prison in remote Cucusus in 
Cappadocia, but Constantius decided that he must concrliate Athanastus, who 
was still very much in contrel of Alexandr’a. He wrote to assure him of his 
goodwill, and promised to mainta’n him in office permanently, 

‘With the defeat of Magnentius at the Battle of Mursa in 351, and still more 
with his retreat from Italy in 352 and his death in Gaul in 353, Constantius 
could revert to his earlier policy. The Council of Sirmium in the autumn of 351 
on the one hand condemned Athanasius, Marcellus of Ancyra, and Photinus of 
Surmium, and on the other propounded a creed of which Athanasius and {as it 
tarned out) the vast majority of western bishops disapproved, When 
Constantius garned control of Italy, Gaul, and Spain, he attempted to secure ac- 
cepmance of the decisions of the Council of Sirmium throughout the West: he 
convened councils in Artes in 353/4 and Milan in 355, and when few eastern 
bisheps atrended (no more than thirty or forty on either occasion), he sent impe- 
ria! officials with copies of the synodical Ictrers, which incorporated the deci- 
sions of the Ceuncil of Sirmium, to be subscribed by the local bisbops individu- 
ally in their own citres. 

This constant involvement of Constantius in the affairs of the Christian 
church is only imperfectly reflected in the ecclesiastical historians of the fifth cen- 
tury, and is seriously obscured by Ammianus Marcellinus, whose full and often 
first-hand account survives of the period from the death of Magnentius in 353 to 
the death of Valensin 378 and its immediate aftermath. Ammianus enjoysa very 
high reputation as a historian capable of impartiality, who both understood the 
world in which he lived and faithfully recorded its main features fer posterity 
‘There is much that is valid and correct in that assessment, yet a deep and insrdi- 
‘ous bias can be detected in Ammianus when he wnites about Christianity. 
Ammianus does indeed make favorable remarles about the religion and its 
humble practitioners, but in virtually every case the favorable comment has the 
literary funct‘on of emphasising a crit’cism in the immedrate context—and of 
surreptitiously demonstrating the author’s fairness and impartiality.> 

The extant books of Ammianus’ Res Gestae give what purpotts to be acom- 
plete account of the significant political and military activities of the emperor 
Constantius fom the end of the last campaign against Magnentius in the sum- 
mer of 353 to his death eight years later (3 November 361). Buring this period, 
Amunjanus records neither Constantius’ presence at any of the several councils 
for which he was at hand nor the disaffection produced by his attempt to secure 
compliance with the decisions of the Councils of Sirmium, Arles, and Milan, He 
does, it is true, allude toa council which had deposed Athanasius in his notice of 
she arrest of Liberius in 355 ‘for resisting imperial orders and the decrees of very 
many of his colleagues.”* But this account of the arrest of Liherius raises serious 
questions about his treatment of Athanasius. Ammianus introduces Athanasius 
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asif he had never mentioned him before’—which impl'ts that his account of the 
340s omitted the Council of Serdica altogether and achieved the difficult feat of 
describing the dealings between Constantius and Constans after the council 
without ever mentioning the bishop of Alexandria. No less disturbing is 
Anumianus’ clear implication that the main charge against Athanasius in the 
350s was that of employing illicit divination—the only precise crime specified 
besides vague charges of harboring impreper ambitions and ‘other things abhor 
rent to the rule of the law over which he presided,’ Moreover, Ammianussets the 
arrest in an incomplete and misleading historical context. He states that 
Constantius wished to secure Liberius’ subscription 40 the synodical verdict 
against Athanasius because of the prestt ge of his see (‘the more powerful author- 
ity of the bishop of the eternal city’): he makes no mention of the Councils of 
Arles and Milan, no menrion of any attempt roeompel other western bishops to 
accept the deposition of Athanasius, and no mention of any dectr'nal dispute. 

Ecclesiastical politics also impinged on imperial appointments during the 
reign of Constantius. The most explicit evidence concems the career of the 
Cappadocian Philagrius. Before Athanasius could be removed frem his see in 
339, it was necessary to ensure that there be a compliant prefect in office who 
would make no attempt to protect the bishop: accerdingly, Philagrius, who had 
been prefect in 335, when he assisted the special cominission from the Council 
of Tyre in iss investigations, was reappointed in the summer or autumn of 338 
and served as prefect of Egypt unti] 340. Two subsequent appointments are 
known for Philagrius: as a comes in 343, he supervised the contingent of eastern 
bishops who came to the Council of Serdica, and as vicarins of Ponwica in 351, 
he was in charge of the exiled Paul of Constant inople.* 

A general tendency for Constantius to appoint Christians of a particular type 
to high office can also be detected. Constantius showed a clear preference for 
Christians over pagans as consuls and praetorian prefects, both offices confer 
ring nobility on a family in perpetuity.’ Between 337 and 361 the only ordinary 
consuls who arecertainly known to be pagans held office in the West: most were 
nom'mned by Constans before 350, while one was appointed by Constantius in 
355 as a reward for dynastic loyalty, and perhaps as consolation for his exwru- 
sion from the censulate of 338 to which Constantine had designated him.? A 
similar pattern can be detected ameng praetorian prefecw: Constantius ap- 
pointed only one pagan to this office in the East (in the late 350s)? Among 
Christians, moceover, Constamiusgave preference to those who shated his theo- 
logical inclinations, and his policy was so marked that one modern analysis of 
his praetorian prefects concludes that ‘religious intolerance in part dictated the 
choice of imperial adminiswators. 

‘Ata more fundamental level, the career of Athanasius reveals significant 
facts about the power structure of the Roman Empire. In 350, Constantius de- 
cided that he could not risk a civil war in which the bishop of Alexandria might 
support a challenger to his rule, and Valens made the same calculation in 365/6 
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when confronted with the rebellion of Procopius “inConstantinople. In 356, 
when Constantius attempted to arrest Athanasius, he was unable to apprehend 
him Imperial officials, generals, and sreeps could prevent Athanasius frem per- 
forming his normal functions as bishop in the city of Alexandria, and they could 
sometimes install a rival as bishop in his place, but they were unable to lay hands 
on Athanasius himself or to eliminate him as a political factor, In 339, 
Athanasius had escaped to Italy: afser 356, he remained at liberty in Alexandria 
itself, then in the Egyptian ceuntryside until she death of Constantius, Under 
Julian, Athanasius was similarly able to evade arrest until it was safe for h'imto 
return to Alexandria. And under Valens, when Lucius came to replace him with 
imperial backing, Athanasius retired into hiding within the city and reemerged 
when the cevolt of Precepius compelled the emperor to acknowledge him as the 
Fightfulbishop of Alexandria, It is thus clear that in the middle of the fourth cen- 
tury a Roman emperor did not enjoy complete control over Egypt, wheze a 
popular bishop of Alexandria could resist his will successfully and with impu- 
nity. 


Ithas often been assumed that the Christian church in the reign of Constantine 
and his sons was subservient to the emperor. The doininant model ‘recent 
scholarship of the relationship between the Christian church and the Roman 
state in the fourth century has been one which was developed by German schol- 
ws, especially by Eduard Schwartz, in the laxe nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries—and which appears to take its insp tation frem the situation of the 
church in the Germany of Bismarck and Kaiser Wilhelm Hl." This model oper- 
ates with ternis such as ‘Reichskirche’ and ‘kaiserliche Synodalgewale’:? it holds 
that the emperor not only convened important councils of bishops, but also ei- 
ther presided himself (as he is often imagined to have done at Nicaea in 325)! or 
appoimted an imperial official to preside in his place {the prime example being, 
the comae Dionysius ar the Council of Tyre in 335}. And it reduces the role of 
bishops at councils such as Nicaea and ‘Tyre to utter insignificance by assimilat- 
ing them ro members of the imperial consilium, whese advice was not binding 
on the emperor. Hence, according to this model, all the decisions made at Nicaea 
were, strictly speaking, decisions of Constantine alone, since he ceuld have dis- 
regarded the merely advisory opinions of the bishops whom he had summoned 
to the council!’ 

“This model hasnot stood unchallenged. J. N. D. Kelly dismissed as exmaper- 
aved Schwarte’s view that Constantine imposed on the bishops at Nicaea ‘the 
obligation of find'ug a formula for the admission of clergy to, or their exclusion 
from, the new state Church."* And Jean Gaudemet elegantly zejected the notion 
of Caesaropapism as if it were as implausible as the claim (which no one has 
ever setiously entertained) that the Roman Empire of the fourth century was a 
theocracy; she relationshi'p between church and state was one of collaboration in 
which each patty had rights and duties of ite own to uphold and perform.” But 
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the protests of Kelly, Gaudemet, and others have failed to impair the continuing, 
wide acceptance of the paradigm laid down by Schwartz, which is sill dominant 
in German scholarly writing aboutthe church in the Constantinian empire and 
often tacttly, or even explicitly, accepted by scholars of other nationalitt’es." It 
will be worthwhile, therefore, to set eut in some detail the model of the relation- 
ship becween the emperor and bishops which this book partly assumes and 
partly attempts toestahlish as valid, and the view which it takes of the status and 
function of church councils, 

In the period between Constantine’s conquest of the East in 324 and the ac- 
cession of Theodosius in 379, neither the emperor nor any of his officials ever 
presided over or even sat as a member of a council, except in the extraordinary 
circumstances of 359, when Constantius rook an abnorinally prominent role in 
theological debate, a role which had no precedent, In 359 the emperor ordered 
the bishops of the West and the East to meet at separate councils in Arim'num 
and Seleucia in order to ratify a creed which had been presented and subscribed 
in his presence at Sirmium on 22 May, and which thus had his prestige and au- 
thority behind it. Hence both the praetorian prefect Taurusat Ariminum and the 
comes Leonas at Seleucia, acting with Bassidius Lauricius, the governor of 
Isauria, played an active part in securing the compliance of the assembled bish- 
ops with the emperor's wishes. However, the historically significant fact is not 
that the emperor's will eventually prevailed in 359/60, but that it took the pro- 
longed use of strong-arm tactics and deceit to extort from the bishops an accep- 
tance of the official homoean creed, which was beth grudging and temporary. 

The test-cases for determining normal practise must be the Council of] 
in 325 and the Council of Tyre in 335. In the former case, despite the familiar 
image of Constantine seared among the bishops and presiding over their discus- 
sions, the evidence makes it clear that the emperor was not technically a member 
of the council at all he took part in ite discussions as an interested !ayman who 
was present, hut he was not a voting member of the assembly. The council 
proper comprised bishops, priests, and deacons, and it was presided over by 
Ossius, the bishop of Corduba. In the latter case, there is Pritvea facie evidence 
that Dionysius presided; Athanasius says so, and modern scholars have been 
very relucsent to disbelieve his testimony. Bur everything Athanasius says about 
the Council of Tyre must be evaluated carefully, not taken on trust as if his testi- 
mony were impartial. Athanasius consistently tried to discredit the Council of 
Tyre and its verdict against him in every way possible. Yet in his eagerness to 
document the bias, partiality, and improper procedures of his enemies, he quotes 
letters exchanged between Dionysius and the bishops at Tyre which show that 
the cones was not even present at seme of the crucial sessions of the council. 

In both cases, a distinction must be drawn between the formal opening cer- 
emony and the substenrive deliberations of the council. Eusebius of Caesarea 
attended the Council of Nicaea and has left a brief and tantalising account of the 
opening ceremony which, though deficient in precise detail, shows that 
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Constantine played a central role, indeed that the ceremony was to a large de- 
gree an act of homage te the emperor by the council.” ArTyre in 335, the coun- 
cit opened with a ceremony in which the imperial notarins Marianus read aloud 
a letter from Constantine welcoming the bishops and defining the agenda of the 
council?® there is no difficulty or implausibility in holding that Dionysius pre~ 
sided ar the opening ceremony, but then put the substantive miattecs and the con- 
duct of the council wholly in the hands of the bishops. 

Councils met both with imperial permission or at imperial command and 
without any consultation of the emperor and his officials. There had been coun- 
cils of bishops even ‘inthe days when Christianity was a capital crime? and 
there is no hint that pagan emperors were ever asked to grant permission for 
councils te be held in the late thied and early fourth centuries. Alexander con- 
vened a council which excommunicated Arius, and Atius’ supporters held 
counter-councils which vindicated hum without any reference to Licinius until 
the emperor prohibited councils of bishops from meeting, altegether—which 
may have been a partisan intervention inspired by Eusebius of Nicomedia, Ir 
was entirely predictable, therefore, that this long-standing practise should con- 
tinue under Christan emperors, and there were numerous councils becween 324 
and 361 which met withour secking imperial permission to do so. The novelty 
was that after 324 the emperor sometimes summoned a council and set iw 
agenda. 

It is nor certain that it was Constantine rather than the bishops assembled in 
Alexandria in the late aurumn of 324 who summoned the council which was 
expected to meet at Ancyra in 325, but it was certainly the emperor who trans- 
ferred the planned council from Ancyra to Nicaea? Moreover, Constantine set 
at least part of the agenda and subsequently claimed credit for some of the deci- 
sions in which he had participated just as if he were a bishop, For some later 
councils in his reign, it seems certain that Constantine both summoned the bish- 
ops to meet and defined their agenda (which did not prevent them frem discuss- 
ing other matters too)—and on occasion compelled the attendance of both bish- 
ops and other interested parties, A papyrus shows the compulsien used to secure 
attendance at the Council of Tyre in 335, and it was Constantine who both or- 
dered a council to meet at Caesarea in Palestine in 334 to try Athanasius for 
murder and canceled the council when Athanasius convinced him that the 
charge was false. Constantine also teok the initiative in summoning councils of 
bishops to meet in Nicomedia in 327/8, in Jerusalem in 335, and in 
Constantinople in 336: he attended the Council of Nicemedia in December 327 
or January 328; he ordered the bishops assembled at Tyre to adjourn to Jerusa- 
lems to dedicate the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in Seprember 335, requesting 
them again to readmit Arius to communion; and he attended the Council of 
Constantinople in 336, which condemned Marcellus of Ancyra, 

On the other hand, it not necessary to suppose that the bishops who met at 
Antioch ‘1n327 and deposed Eustathius and other bishops in Syria, Phoenice, 
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and Palestine sought imperial permission before they met. And the councils of 
Alexandria in 338 and 352, which pronounced Athanasius innocent of the 
charges on which he had been condemned and deposed, clearly assembled in 
defiance of the wishes of Constantius, since the councils whose verdicts they dis- 
puted had just met with the obvious approval of the emperor, who certainly at- 
tended the Counc1 of Sirmium in 351 and probably also the Council of Antioch 
in early 338. Moreover, Julius did not consult Constans before holding the 
Council of Rome which exculpated Athanasius and Marcellus in 3441; indeed, 
no bishop of Rome would have seen any need to seek imperial permission to 
hold a council in Rome under any circumstances. Nor again did Eusebius of 
Vercellae and Athanasius even consider consulting Julian before they convened 
the Council of Alexandria in 362. 

The agenda of a counall might include any or all of three types of business: 
the adjudication of disputes concerning the status of individuals, the definition 
of what constituted true doctrine, and disciplinary matters concerning both 
clergy and laity. ie membership might comprise the bishops of a single province, 
of several prominces or a region, os, “intheory, of the whele empire or whole 
world. But what if two councils came not merely to different decisions but to 
opposing ones? The ecclesiastical history of the reign of Constantius provides 
examples enough of this phenomenon, the clearest cases being the two councils 
of 338 (Antiech and Alexandria), the two councils of 341 (Antioch again and 
Rome}, and the div‘ded Couzcil of Serdica in 343. There was as yet no agreed 
procedure for resolving such disputes. Admittedly, the synodical letters and the 
polemical literature of the middle of the fourth century contain appeals to the 
ecumenical nature of the Council of Nicaea as endowing its decistons and above 
all its creed with a supreme and inviolate status,” and Athanasius frequently ar- 
gues that the decisions of a council attended by a large number of bishops ought 
to prevail over the decisions of a council attended by few bishops, but the earli- 
est clear statement of a formal hierarchy subordinating provincial to regional 
councils and the latter to ecumenical councils occurs at the very end of the cen- 
rury2* 

The Council of Nicaea prescribed that the bishops of each province meet 
twice each year, once in the spring between Easter and Ascension and once in the 
autumn.” These councils sometimes transacted important business: it was a 
provincial council of the bishops of Narbonensis (so it seems) that deposed 
Hilary of Poitiers in 356, prohably with the Caesar Julian on hand, and the 
Council of Gangra, whose synodical letter became enshrined in later collections 
of canon law, was probably an assembly of the bishops of the province of 
Paphlagon’ta. Nor did a small attendance prevent the decisions of a council from 
receiving a subsequent imprimatur as an authoritative source of canon law. the 
preserved lists of subscriptions to the canons of the Council of Ancyra (314) 
contain the names of twelve or thirteen bishops; those of the Council of 
Neocaesatea, eighteen; and those of the Council of Antioch in 328, thirty-two in 
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ail, while the heading of the synodical letter of the Council of Gangra names 
fifteen.* 

Constantine declared that the decisions of councils of bishops were divinely 
inspired,” and he gave them legal force. In recording this enactment, Eusebius 
States: 


He put a seal of approval on the rulings of bishops declared at councils, 
so that the governors of provinces were not allowed to rescind what they 
had decided, for he said that the priests of God were more trustworthy 
than any magistrate?* 


Although Eusebius mentions only the duty of prov'mcial governors to respect 
and enforce the rulingsof church cotmeils, both consistency and Constanaine’s 
public pronouncements about the status of she decisions of councils entailed 
that even the emperor lacked the right te countermand them. That was a star- 
tling innovation, since the Roman emperor had traditionally been regarded as 
the ultimate arbiter of all disputes among his subjects.” Constanw'ne denied him- 
self the right to try bishops, who could be condemned and deposed only by a 
council of their pecrs. He did on occasion conduct a preliminary examination, 
which could (and sometimes did) result in the dismissal of the accusation and 
the acquittal of the bishop. But if he found that there was prima facie case, he 
thereupon convened a council of bishops and submitted the whole matter to 
them. 

Constantine’ atvested dealings with Athanasius fall into this patvern. It is 
wrong te describe his hearing of Athanasius at Psammathia in 331/2 as an “unpe- 
tial trial or cogztitio?® had Constantine not dismissed the charges as unfounded, 
he would not have condemned or deposed Athanasius himself, but would have 
submitted the case to a council of bishops. Similarly, when Athanasius was ac- 
cused of murdering Arserius, Constant’mne ordered the censor Dalmatius to im 
vestigate the charge. But he planned no ‘trial for murder in Antioch’: the ‘court 
of the censor’ derided by Athanasius was the aborm've Council of Caesarea 
which was instructed to meet in order to render a verdict on the charge of mut- 
der. The emperor (or his deputy) merely conducted a prefuminary hearing: if he 
decided that there was a prima facie case against she accused bishop, the matter 
was then referred to a council of bishops who furcctioned as the court of bech 
primary and ultimate jurisdiction. 

After a bishop had been tried and condemned by his peers, it was both 
proper and necessary fer the emperor to enforce his deposition by means of 
exile, using force if necessary. That was not in itself an innovation by or under 
Constantine, There was a precedent in the thied century when Paul ofSamosata 
refused to accept his deposition by a Council of Antioch: Chrisu‘ans of Italy, act- 
‘ing on behalf of their colleagues in Syria, submitted a petition to the emperor 
Aurelian requesting him te compe! Paul to surrender the church in Antioch.* 
‘What was new in the Christan empire of Constantine was the automatic 
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enforcement of the decisions of church councils. An Aurelian could have 
reviewed and reversed the decision of a third-century counal: Constantine 
bound himself in advance to accept and enforce the condemnation of a bishop 
by his peers meeting as a council. ir practise, that did not prevent a deposed 
bishop like Athanasius (and perhaps Eustathius of Antioch before him) from at- 
tempting to persuade the emperor to reconsider tits case, but there is only one 
example between 324 and 361 when a synodical condemnation was openly 
reversed by imperial fiar—in 337, when Constantinus issued an edict restoring, 
all the bishops exiled under his father. Significantly, the Council of Antioch in 
338/9 regarded this restoration as canonically invalid. 

The first exile of Athanasius does not neatly fit into this pattern, since it can- 
not legitimately be regarded as the automatic enforcement of his condemnation 
by the Council of Tyre.3? On chis occasion, Constantine did not accept the deci- 
sion of a council. He was persuaded by Athanasius that it had proceeded im- 
properly and unfairly—bur before he knew of ite verdict. The letter which he 
wrete to the bishops at Tyre did not overrule their synodical decision. He com- 
manded them to come to him so that he could ensure fair play: in other words, 
he fel that he hada duty to guarantee due process and thus to aid the council in 
reaching a just verdict. But that letter, despite its prominence in Athanasius’ ac- 
count ofhisexile in 335, was immediately overtaken by events, Constantine ren- 
dered ir null and void when, after the arrival of two delegations from Tyre, one 
bringing the council’s condemnation of Athanasius, the ether protesting that it 
was unjust, he interviewed Athanasius and sent him to Gaul. That action, how- 
ever, did not reinstate the condenmation of Athanasius by the Council of Tyre as 
a valid deposition. The emperor refused to allow the successor whom the coun- 
cil had appointed in his place to become bishop of Alexandria: although he was 
in exile and debarred from the normal exercise of his episcopal functions, 
Athanasius was technically still the lawful bishop of Alexandria. 

The situation of Athanasius in 335-337 was highly anomalous. In contrast, 
both his exile in 339 and his flight in 356 fit perfectly into the pattern of deposi- 
tion by a council followed by imperial enforcement of its verdict. In 339 the de- 
cision of the Council of Antioch was put into effect at once. In the 35@s more 
than four years passed before Constantius could enforce the deposition of 
Athanasius by the Council of Sirmium. But the delay did nor alter the legal basis 
of his supersession. Athanasius’ eloquence in his Befense before Constantius 
should not be allowed to obscure the fact that the Council of Sirmium had de- 
posed him in 351—nor should his eloquence elsewhere be allowed to obscure 
the fact that he was often condemned by councils of bishops, whose verdicts he 
steadfastly refused to accept. 


Constantine gave bishops important privileges in the new Christ‘an empire. 


‘They could act as judges in disputes between Chrisn‘ans by virtue of the newly 
introduced episscopalis audientia,” they could preside over the manumission of 
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slaves in church?* and they soon began to act regularly as ambassadors in mat- 
ters of high political import. In significant ways the Christian bishop was now 
outside the normal legal system. Theodosius ruled that bishops could not be 
compelled to appear as witnesses in court.”” It should not be assumed that this 
ruling represented an innovation. For the bishop’s privilege of trial by his peers, 
though not explicitly arcested until 355, surely goes back to Constantine, On 23 
Seprember 355 Constantius wrote to one Severus, whose office is unknown, in 
the following terms: 


By [this] law of our clemency we forbid bishops to be accused in [secular] 
coun, fest there be an unrestrained freedom for deranged minds to de- 
ounce them, in the batfthat [false accusations} will not be punished be- 
cause of the benevolence of the bishops. Accordingly, if anyone at all 
lodges any complaint [against a bishop], it is appropriate for it to be ex- 
amined only before other bishops, so that a suitable and convenient hear- 
ing be provided for the investigation of all fretevant matters]2* 


The prirciple that only a council of his peers could try, condemn, and depose a 
bishop can be observed in operation in the ceign of Constantine, particularly 
and with the grearest clarity in the case of Athanasius. It also encouraged the 
formation within the church of coalitions of bishops which functioned much 
like modern political parties—a broad ideological (or theological) cohesiveness 
furthered and sometimes hindered by personal ambitions. 

Not the least among the privileges which bishops enjoyed was a relative im- 
munity from coercion by secular authorities. No matcer what his crime, a 
bishop could only be deposed and exiled, not tegally tortured and executed.” 
This encouraged the development of an attitude of indeperdence and even defi- 
ance, which was fully edged by the end of the reign of Consrant‘us and which 
had clear political implications. Athanasius, Hilary of Poitiers, and Lucifer of 
Caralis all argue that because Constantius maltrea's the church, he is a persecu- 
tor and a tyrant who no longer deserves to be emperor.” By the end of the fourth 
century Christian orthodoxy had been added to the traditional list of virtues re- 
quited in a legitimate emperor. Athanasius himself thoughtthrough the implica- 
tions of regarding church and state as opposing entities, and it was in the reign 
Constantius that the classic antithesis was first voiced in its most familiar 
form." 

Ossius of Corduba, as quoted by Athanasius in the History of the Arians, 
begged Constantius to emulate his brother Constans in granting the church real 
independence: 


Stop using force, and do not write or send comites, Release those who 
have been exited, so that they do not perform greater deeds of violence 
because you are accusing them of using violence. What faction) of this 
sort was ever taken by Constans? What bishop was exiled [by him}? 
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When did he ever participate in an ecclesiastical decision? What palatine 
official of his compelled people to subscribe ro the condemnation of 
anyone? 

Stop, J beg you, and remember that you area mortal man: fear the day 
of judgemtent and keep yourself pure for it. Bo not intrude yourself into 
the affaus of the church, and do nor give us advice about these matters, 
but rather receive instruction on them from us. God has given you king- 
ship, but has entrusted us with what belongs to the churcb, Just as the 
man who tries tosteal your position as emperorcontradicts God who has 
placed you there, so too you should be afraid of becoming guilty of a 
great offense by putting the affairs of the church under your control. It is 
writven; ‘Render unro Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and umo God 
those that are God’s’ (Matthew 22,21). Hence neither do we [bishops] 
have the rightto rule over the world nor do you, emperor, have the right 
to officiate in church, (Hist. Ar. 44.6-8)° 


Not all Christians took such a favorable view of the ecclesiastical policies of 
Constans. In 347 there was a violent repression of the schismatic Donatists in 
Africa, Bonatus in fury denounced the emperor's court as the abode of Satan 
and asked the pointed question which has reverberated through the ages: 
has the emperor to do with the church?“ 
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BISHOPS AND SOCIETY 


‘THERE EXIST EXCELLENT STUBIES OF MANY ASPECTS OF THE GENERAL 
histerical context against which the career of Athanasius must be viewed, snch 
as imperial fegislation relating to Christianity, the place of the church in the 
Later Roman Empire, and the Christian bishop in Late Amique society.’ Mod- 
ern historians have also produced fine studies which illum'mate Athanasius’ im- 
mediate background, sich as the spread of Christianity in the Egyptian country 
side, the organisation of the church in Egypt, the early days of Egyptian 
monasticism? the wealth of the Christ‘an church in Egypt,? she economu'c activi- 
ties of the bishop of Alewandria,* the role of the bishop of Alexandria in ecclest- 
astical politics, and the role of Athanasius himself as the leader of the Egyptian 
church. And there are two recent surveys concentrating, respectively, on state, 
church, and dynasty at the death of Constantine, and on church, law, and soci- 
ety in the reign of Constamius.” 

There would be no point in atsempring here to cover the same ground again 
or to reduplicate any of these or similar studies. It may be useful, however, to 
emphasisecertain features of the posit‘on of rhe Christian bishop in the East be- 
ween 324 and 361 which help to explain Athanasi'us’ political role in the Ro- 
man Empire of his day, His persend character camot provide an adequate ex- 
planation of how or why he became an important poliwcal figure. The 
prominence of Athanasius and later bishops of Alexandria derives rather from 
changes in the political structure of the Roman Empire consequent upon the 
conversion of Constentine in 312 and his establishment in 324 of Christianity as 
the official religion of the Roman government.’ The period between 
Constantine’s defeat of Licinius and the death of Constantius as he prepared to 
fight Julian has unique characteristics of ite own and cannet be understood or 
recenstructed by extrapolation from the better-documented periods which pre- 
cede and follow it. In 324/5 the Christian bishops of the eastern Roman Empire 


BISHOPS AND SOCIETY 


suddenly acquired an extremely privileged position in society, which they lost 
with equal suddenness in 361/2—and which after 363 they recovered only 
gradually and incompletely. 

In the three and a half decades after 324, eastern Christians showed them- 
selves militant and aggresst've as they eagerly exploited the opportunities which 
Constantine gave them, The Roman Empire was now officially Chrisn‘an, and 
the performance of the traditional rites of sacrifice was illegal: as in the English 
reformation of the sixteenth century, there must have been many individuals 
who consciously set sut to profit from the disestablishment of the old religion. In 
the winter of 361/2, as soon as Constantius was dead, Julian declared the empire 
officially pagan again and canceled all the privileges which Constantine and his 
sons had lavished on the church.’ Although Julian ruled as a pagan emperor for 
a mere tweary months, his Christian successors did not fully restore the privi- 
leges he had abolished. Theodoretus reports that when Jovian reinstared Chris- 
tian financial and fiscal privileges, he fed them at one-third of their level under 
Constantine, and that this reduced level of support had nor been increased by his 
own day, eighty years later.° 


‘When Constantine exempted the Christian clergy from public liturgies and initi- 
ated a policy of systematic donations to the Christian church from imperial 
fands, he did so in a way which gave bishops the power to decide in both cases 
which individuals should benefit” His letter to the procensul of Africa in the 
winter of 312/3 declares: 


It is my wish that those persons who, in the province entrusted % you, 
provide their personal service in this holy worship within the catholic 
church, over which Caecilianus presides, whom they are accustomed to 
call ‘cierics,’ should once and for all be made absolitely free of theobliga- 
tion to perform public liturgies, so that they may not be drawn away 
from the worship owed to the divinity by any error or sacrilegious fault, 
but may rather serve their own law without any hindrance,” 


Constantine thus defined the catholic church of Carthage, to which he granted 
exempnion from dvic liturgies, by reference to its bishop—who of course deter- 
mined who became a priest or deacon by his control of ordinations within his 
own diocese. Similarly, shortly after October 324, when Constantine wrore to 
eastern bishops to encourage them to build churches, he wrote in these terms: 


Concerning the churches over which you yourself preside, or know oth- 
exs who preside ‘insuch places, whether bishops, priests, or deacons—re- 
mind them to be active in the building of churches, either restoring or en- 
larging existing buildings or constructing new ones where need cequit 
You may yourself request, and the rest may request through you, what is 
needed from governors and the prefect’s office. For these have been given 
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instructions that they are tolend thetr assistance to communications from 
your holiness with all eagerness.” 


Again, Constante channels his generosity to the church as an institution 
through the local bishop (or possibly, in this case, the metropolitan bishop of the 
province). 

Imperial subsidies to the Egyptian church had already been established be- 
fore Athanasius was elected bishop of Alexandria. Since ecclesiastical 
organisation tended to copy imperial administration, such subsidies were auto- 
matcally channeled by rhe governor of the province and by imperial financial 
officials through the bishop of the capital city of each province. In Egypt, the 
Couneil of Nicaea had decreed that the bishop of Alexandria should tetain his 
tradiuonal authority as metropolitan nor merely over the reduced Biocletianic 
province of Aegyptus, but over the whole of Egypt and Libya. The practical 
effects can be clearly seen in the handling of Constantine’s grant of food for the 


widows and poor in Egypt as tendentiously described in 338 by Atbanasiushim- 
self: 


Grain was given by the father of the emperors for distribution to widows, 
separately in the Lihyas and to certain [bishops] from Egypt. All the bish- 
ops have received this until now, with Athanasiusgetting no benefit there- 
from, except the trouble of helping them. But now, even though they re- 
ceive it, have made no complaint, and acknowledge that they receive it, 
Athanasius has been falsely accused of selling al! the supply of grain and 
embezzling the proceeds. (Apol. c. Ar. 18.2) 


Whether true or false, the accusation assumes that Athanasius in some way con- 
trolled the supply of grain for widows throughout the Egyp¥an provinces." It is 
hard 0 believe that bishops failed to see the opportunities for patronage inher- 
ent in such a situation. 

Imperial subsidies channeled through the bishop of Alexandria provide the 
background to the mysterious affair of the linen tunics. Accord'uy to 
Athanasius, the first charge ever concocted against him was 


an accusation by Ision, Eudaemon, and Callinicus concerning linen tu- 
nics, te the effect that I had imposed a requisition on the Egyptians, and 
demanded it from them. (Apol. c, Ar. 60.2} 


This is not a tax on linea tunics (as has sometimes been supposed), buta demand 
that cunics be supplied to Athanasius for distribution to the poor and needy, or 
else for I:turgical use. The charge presuppases an imperial grant of supplies in 
kind to the church, a grant whose terms permitted the bishop of Alexandria to 
ask individuals to give him tunics to discharge what was, in swict legality, an 
obligation to the state er the emperor” The same background illuminates the 
charge which made Constanu‘ne lose his temper and send Athanasius to Trier in 
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335. His enemies accused Athanasius of ‘threatening to prevent the grain from 
being sent from Alexandria to Constantinople’ (Apol. c. Ar. 87.1). Athanasius 
had legitimate access to the Egyptian grain-supply for charitable purposes. But 
Egypt was one of the main sources of supply for Constantinople: Athanasius 
was being accused, in part, of wishing to divert to his own purpeses grain 
needed to prevent riots in the imperial city. The exiles of Athanasius made no 
difference to the institutional arrangements; they merely changed the identity of 
the bishop who controlled the supplies and their distribution, The History of the 
Arians notes, as a predictable and commonplace occurrence, that after the 
Councils of Arles and Milan, instructions were sent to the prefect of Egypt that 
‘the grain be taken away from Athanasius and given to those who hold the-views 
of Arius’ (31.2). 


In the tradin‘onal societ’es of the Roman Empire in which Christranity origi- 
nated, grew, expanded, and eventually attained dominance, religious authority 
was vested in local political ites who normally alse formed the wealthiest 
group in their city. Political and religious authority were indisselubly bound te- 
gether at all levels, from the emperor as pentifex maxires dewn to the priests 
and magistrates of small provincial towns.* Hence, as Christians became 
prominent in local society in the course of the third century, they automatically 
began to hold local magistracies, local priesthoods, and even the provincial 
priesthood of the imperial cult. the Council of Elvira implicitly sanctioned the 
practise before the Biocletianu‘c persecution byexcluding Christian flamizes only 
during the term of their annual office,” while Constant'ne so denuded the impe- 
rial cult of what he called ‘the contagton of disgusting superstition’ that he sanc- 
tioned the construction of a temple of the Gens Flavia at Hispellum in Umbria,?* 
and the imperial cult continued to function as a fecus for the public expressien 
of political loyalty into the fifth century. 

‘The Constantinian reformation severed this immemorial nexus of religious 
authority, social status, and political pewer. It thereby created a new type of pa- 
tron in a seciety where, outside the Family, patronage was the primary ferm of 
both politcal and social relationships between individuals. The officially 
recognised and designated mediators between the human and the divine were 
now the Christian bishop and the Chrisu‘an holy man. The positiens of the two 
categories, however, were structurally different. The holy man acquired status 
individually through miracles, prophecies, or asceticism, and he typically oper- 
ated on the margins of society as a patton of poor villagers or as a mediator of 
conflict in or close to a large metropolis.» The Christian bishop, on the other 
hand, possessed ascribed status, his authority was inherent in his office, and he 
was at the centre of a web of lecal patronage. His position thus conferred on 
him a very real political power which enabled a man who knew how to exploit 
it to defy the emperor who én theory ruled the Roman Empire. Athanasius of 
Alexandria is the earliest and most spectacular example of this phenomenon. 


179 


XX 


EPILOGUE 


ATHANASIUS NEVER FORGOT THE CONTROVERSY SURROUNDING HIS 
election int 328, In order to prevent another disputed election after his own 
death, he chose a sucecssor and consecrated him at the end of April 373, five 
days before he died (Hist. ac. 5.14).! No sooner was Athanasius dead than his 
choice was ratified by his clergy, his congregation, and the worthies of the city of 
Alexandria, who elected Peter as their new bishop. But the guarantee of security 
which Athanasius had effectively enjoyed since 366 did notextend to his succes- 
sor. As soon as the new bishop was enthroned, the prefect surrounded the 
church and deroanded that Peter come out. But Peter had learned from the ex- 
ample of his predecessor a generation earlier Although it seems that Peter was 
arrested, he soon escaped from custody, boarded a ship, and, like Athanasius in 
339, sailed to Rome, where he was confident of the support of the bishop? 
Damasus, who had become bishop of Rome in 366 in an election centested with 
extreme bitterness and violence, gave him a warm welcome. After his arrival in 
Rome, again like Athanasius in 339, Peter composed an account of his expul- 
sion from Alexandria, which survives {though not complete} as a long quotat‘on 
in Theodoretus’ Ecclesiastical History With greater plausibility shan his prede- 
cessor forty-four years earlier, Peter presented his own cause as the cause of en- 
dangered orthodoxy, and he gave specific details of his expulson which, ever 
when allowance is made for exaggeration, indicate that great violence was also 
used in this attempt to insvall the emperor's candidate as bishop of Alexandria. 
“The prefect Palladius, who was a pagan and a worshipper of idols, gathered 
a crowd and attacked the Church of Theonas. Holy virgins were stripped and 
beaten with clubs: many were struck on the head and killed, and their bodies 
were denied proper burial. Lucius entered the city,a man who regarded the posi- 
tion of bishop as a secular honor to be bought with gold, a man who had not 
been ‘elected by a council of orthodox bishops, by the vote of true clergy, or at 
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the insistence of the laity, as the laws of the church prescribe.’ He was not es- 
corted by bishops, priests, deacons, laymen, or monks, but by two thoronghly 
disrepunable characters, Euzoius, the Arian bishop of Ant‘och since 360, had 
been condemned at Nicaea in 325 together with Arius, while he was still a dea- 
con in Alexandria, Magnus, the comes sacrarum largitienum, had burned the 
main church in Berycus in the reign of Julian, and had subsequently been com- 
pelled to rebuild it by Jovian, who spared him from the execution which his 
crime merited, In Alexandria in 373, Magnus assembled nineteen priests and 
deacons as if they were guilty of a crimtnal offense and pressured them toaccept 
Lucius and his homoean creed, When they refused and reiterated their adher- 
ence to the creed of Nicaea, he imprisoned (and perhaps tortured) thems when 
they persisted, he brought them before a crowd of pagans and Jews (so Peter al- 
leges) close by the harbor; when they refused yer again, he deported them to 
Helipolisin Phoenicia, which was still heavily pagan, 

The prefect Palladius forbade the display of sympathy fer the exiles: those 
who lamented their fate, twenty-four in number, including the deacon who had 
brought lerters of communion and comfort from Damasus in Rome, were ar- 
rested, imprisoned, tortured, and finally sent to the mines of Phaeno or the quar- 
ries of Proconnesus. Repression extended beyond Alexandria itself into Egypt: 
Magnus sentenced bishops who refased to accept Lucius to serve in their local 
city councils, and eleven bishops who resisted with exceptional determination 
were exiled to the Jewish city of Diocaesarea in Galilee.* Action was also taken 
ageinst the monks who supported Athanasius and his chosen successors and the 
repression probably continued for some time. For it is reported that Flavius 
Eutolmius Tatianus, who beeween 367 and 370 had been prefect of Egypt, then 
the first praefectus Augustalis of the Egyptian diocese, exiled bishops and tor- 
tured and burned priests, deacons, and monks after the death of Athanasius— 
presumably when he replaced Magnus as comes sacrarum largitionum? 

‘The bishop of Rome was sympathetic, But effective action depended on the 
western emperor, and either Valentinian refused to intervene or his awtitude was 
so well known that Damasus and Perer did not think it worthwhile to make a 
formal request. Lucius remained in Alexandria with the support of the eastern 
imperial administration unsila political and milivary emergency enabled Peter to 
return, In the spring of 378 Valens left Antioch to confront the Goths. Almost 
immediately, Peter returned to Alexandria with a letter from Bamasus which 
reaffirmed the creed of Nicaea and confirmed him as the rightful bishop of the 
city. His supporters reinstated kim and expelled Lucius, who betook himself 
te Constantinople in search of impetval support! ‘The issue was decided by the 
defeat and death of Valens at the Battle of Adrianople on 9 August. The senior 
surviving emperor Gratian appointed the Spaniard Theodosius magister 
militume to command Roman forces in the Balkans, and on 19 January 
379 Theodosius became Augustus and ruler of the East. As a westerner, Theo- 
dosius was a firm supporter of the creed of Nicaea, and he soon acted to make 
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Nicene orthodoxy the official religion of the eastern Roman Empire, 

‘A general edict of 27 February 380 declared the emperors’ desire that every- 
one abide in the religion given of old by the apostle Peter to the people of Rome 
and now preserved by Damasus and by Petet, the bishop of Alexandria and a 
man of apostolic sanctity. The edict defines catholic Christians as those who be- 
eve in the equal divinity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and de- 
nounces those whodo not as disrespectful and insaire heretics who deserve pun- 
ishment? Theodosius was consistent and thorough in his religious policies. The 
Council of Constantinople in 381 officially reaffirmed the creed of Nicaea, the 
emperor enshrined its decisions in law, and he subjected Christians who did 
not accept the creed of Nicaea and its warchword bomoousios to legal disabili- 
ties.” As has long been recognised, these events mark tbe transit‘on from one 
distinctive epoch in the history of the Christian church and the Roman Empire 
to another—the age of Theodosius had replaced the Constantinian empire. 
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THE FESTAL LETTERS 


Jt was customary for bishops of Alexandria to write a Festal Letter as Easter ap- 
proached, and two recent studies have done much to solve the chrenotogical problems 
posed by the Festal Letters which Athanasius weete for the Easters ducing hits long epis- 
copate, from the Easter of 329 to the Easter of 373.’ In 1986 Rudolf Lorenz published a 
facsimile of the Syriac text of Letter X with 2 German wanslation, preceded by a brief 
but incisive discussion of the editorial process which lay behind the Syriac and Copric 
corpora and followed by a consideration of the theological content of the lertec? In the 
same year Alberto Camplani presented a thesis at the University of Rome which was 
subsequently revised and published as a substantial monograph in 1989: it contains a 
full sreatment of the direct and indirect transmission of the Festal Letters, of the compi- 
lation of the twocorpora and the chronology of the Letters, and of the value of the Let- 
ters as a historical source? Fortunately, the most important chronological conclusions at 
which Lorenz and Camplani (and the present writer) arrived independently of each 
other largely coincide: hence a sumynary exposicion of the problems of the Festal Letters 
will suffice. 


‘Two basic propositions must be set out starkly and very clearly atthe start: 


(1)che numbering and the chronology of the Festal Letters in the Syriac and Coptic cor- 
pora reflect the decisions of an editor or editors who collected the Letters after 
Athanasius? deathy 

(2)the Festal Letters propet, which Athanasius wrow for circulation in Egypt shortly 
before each Easter, must be di:tinguished frera the brief notificatiens of the date of 
the next Easter which he circulated long in advance, probably a few weeks after the 
preceding Easter, 


Iris one ofthe greatest merits of the studies of both Lorenz. and Camplami' shat these fun- 
daroental poinws are allowed due weight. 

The original Greek of Athanasius’ Festal Letters has perished except for a few brief 
quotations in Cosmas Indicopleustes (18.3~13} and a large part of Letter XXXIX, pre- 
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served in Greek collections of canon law because ir lists the canonical books of the Old 
and NewTestaments(PG 26.1434-1440).! Apart from quotations, in Syriac and Arme- 
nian as well as in Greek, the letters survive in Syriac and Coptic translations, each of 
which is incompletely preserved 

(1) A Syriac manuscript in the Brin'sh Library (Add, ms. 14569) preserves the first 
half of a corpus of the levers cogether with a scholarly apparatus supplied by an 
Alexandrian editor not long after Athanasius's death. The text of this manuscript was 
published by William Cureten in 1848 in a disordered state: it had been acquired by the 
British Museum in two batches and arrived in London notas a continuous manuscript, 
bur as a collection of single leaves in two instalments.’ In 1853 Cureron’s text, restored 
to iw proper order, was reprinted by Cardinal Mai, together with a Latin version made 
by Mai on the basis of a literal rendering into Italian by a Maronire scholar in Rome,* 
‘This Latin version, subsequently reprinted by J. P. Migne (PG 26.1351-1432), became 
the standard ‘text’ of che Letters used in scholarly writing about Athanasius. Unforru- 
navely, Cureton otiginally overlooked two leaves of the manuscript, which he cense~ 
quently omitted from his edit‘on. Although he soon neticed his oversight and drew the 
two leaves to the atrention of Henry Burgess, who printed their text as an appendix to 
his English translation of 1854,? the missing portions of Letters X and XI were un- 
Kniown to Mai,and, since Migne too omitted them, they remained unknown ouwide the 
English-speaking world until recently, so that far-reaching deductions have somen’mes 
been based on the supposed lacunae.'* English-speaking scholars have avoided the errer 
because for them the most easily accessible and most widely used version of the Festal 
Letters bas long been Jeacie Payne Smith's 1892 revision of Burgess’s translation, which 
had already in 1854 incorporated the contents of the two leaves omitted by Cureton." 

The manuscript, which breaks off suddenly in the middle of Letter XX, hasnormally 
been dated to the eighth century or so, but Camplani has produced cogent paleo- 
graphical grounds for dating it co the tenth century.” The translation itself, which ren- 
ders the Greek very lirerally and uses seatree lectiowis to reproduce almost all the vowels 
of the Greek proper names, appears to have been made in the sixth or seventh century. 

(2) Fragmensary Copnic codices preserve large par of seventeen letters throughout 
the collection which overlap both with the Greek fragments and with the Syriac version 
of Letters I-XX. The fragments known in 1955 were edived with a French transtatton by 
L, T. Lefoct,5 whose edition has recently been supplemented with further fragmenvs 
from the same codices." 

Camplani now provides a useful conspectus of the Copnic fragments of the Festal 
Letters which, though dispersed in more than half a dozen modern libraries, come from 
three manuscripws from the White Mouastery, and he uses codicological criteria to place 
the fragments of letters transmitted without a number.” The Coptic translation, 
Camplani argues, was made during the secend half ofthe fifth century shortly after the 
death of Shenute of Arcipe to be read for edification during Lent and at Easter (‘come 
catechesi prepasquale € pasquale’).'* 

Lefert'’s ed'tion (it should be noted in passing) must be used with some caution, i 
includes the vext of two leaves published in 1938 as part of the Festal Letter for Easter 
364, which have a differenr provenance from the manuscripts which presesve the Festal 
Letters.” Ir has been recogin'sed for some time that the content of one of these two frag- 
ments (CSCO 150.69-70; 151.26~27) indicates that it cannot have been written by 
Athanasius at ali,” while Camplani shows that the other (CSCO 150.7@-71; 151.27— 
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28} probably comes from a rron-festal letter written by Athanasius at Antioch in the 
winter of 363/4.° 

‘The Syriac corpus numbered the Festal Letters from 1 to XLV, but not continuously: 
the numbers are correlated with the years between 329 (I) and 373 (XLV), but anumber 
was simply skipped wherever a letter was not included for the Easter of the relevant 
year: henee, in the fully preserved section of the corpus, there are no Letters VIIL,IX, 
XI, XV, XVI Besides the letters themselves, the Syriac corpus includes three scholarly 
aids: 


(1)Before each letter stands a heading which states (a) the day and momh of the Easter 
for which the lercer was written according to both che Egyptian and Julian calendars; 
(b) the year of the Dioclesiamic eta; (c) the consular date; (d) the name of the prefect 
of Egypt in office at the time; (e) the indiction-year. 

(2)Each letter is immediately followed by a subscription, which usually has che form 
‘here ends the rth Festal Letter of holy Athanasius the Pattiarch’. 

{3)Prefixed to the whole collection is ‘an index of the months of each yeat, and of the 
days, and of the indictions, and of the consulates, and of the governors in Alexan- 
deia, and of all the epacts, and of those [days] which are named “of the gods,” and 
the reason [a fetter} was nor sent, and the cerurns from exile.” 


The individual emres in the index often also furnish information about Athanasius’ ac 
tivities during the year preceding the celevam Easter (such as: ‘In this year he wem 
through the Thebais’ [2)}. 

‘The Syriac corpus of the Festal Letters chus comprises elements of quite disparate 
origin and value: the lerters themselves were written ot dictated by Athanasius himself as 
bishop between 328 and 373, but the introduction (or Festalindex', the heading toeach 
letter, and the subscripcions came into existence during a process of editing after 
Athanasius’ death. Since the text of the extant letters nowhere states in any fonn the 
year in which it was weitten, the number and the date of each lenecr must ceflect editorial 
judgement. There are some patent contradictions between the index and the corpus of 
Jerrers to which they are prefixe, and both Cosmas lndicopteusses (10.6) and Severus 
of Antioch (CSCO 102.216) quove from Letter XXIX, written for Easter 357, although 
the Index states that Athanasius weote no Festal Letter for the Easters of 357, 358, 359, 
and 360 (29-32). Henee a serious qtestion inevitably poses itself: are the dates assigned 
tothe Festal Letters in the Sytiac corpus invariably correct? 


‘The transmitted chtonology of the Festal Letters stood urchallenged until 1913, when 
Adolf Jiilicher adumbrated a proof that some of the letters must be wrongly dated, a 
proof which Eduard Schwartz restated clearly and succinctly in 1935.2 Whereas most 
of Athanasins’ Festal Letters either speak of ‘the fast of forty [days or assume a pre- 
Easter fast of that duratioo, a few assume chatthe fast preceding Easter commences on 
the Monday of Holy Week (Letters I, [V, V, XIV). Since itis impossible that the church 
of Alexandria varied its practise in this mamet inconsistently from year wo year, the Festal 
Letters which prescribe a pre-Easter fast beginning on the Monday of Holy Week must 
be all earlier than those which prescribe or assumes fast of forty days-~despite thenum- 
bers and dates assigned co them by the ancient editor or editors. 

Schwartz explained how the editorial process of producing a corpus almost inevita- 
bly led to chronological errors. The editor or editors deduced the dare of each Festal 
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Letter from the only evidence available~the date of the forthcoming Easter stated in its 
text, which was collated with a rable of the dares at which Easter was celebrated in Alex- 
andeia between 329 and 373. Snch collation with a Paschal cycle sufficed to establish the 
dates of some letcers with complete cerminty. Since daring these years the Alexandrian 
Eastec fell on 11 Pharmouthi = 6 Aprit in 329 alone and on 7 Pharmouthi = 2 April only 
in 332, Letters I and IV must belong to these years, For most letters, however, two or 
more Easters were theoretically open. The ancent editor ar editors were thus compelled 
to invoke other criteria and to exercise judgement, so thatit is in no way surprising if the 
resulting choice of year wat occasionally miscaken, 

Ten years after Schwartz had systematically redated the Festal Letters, F. L. Cross 
surveyed the pregress of modem scholarship on Athanasius and proclaimed that 
Schwarcz had fer the firs: ane rendered an ‘intelligent reading’ of the Letters possible" 
Schwarte, howeves, worked almost entirely frem the Syriac translation of the Iridex and 
Letters I-XX. In 1953 L. T. Lefert argued that the Copcic fragments furnish a decisive 
refutation of his atcempt at redating.** For the Coptic Letter XXIV, transminced with the 
date of 352, prescribes a forty-day fast with Easter on 24 Pharmouthi = 19 April, Re- 
tween 329 and 373 the Alemandrian Easter fell on 19 April only in 330, 341, and 352: 
hence Letter Il, whicl refers to ‘the fast of forty [days|,’ cannot be redated to 352, as 
Schwartz wished, since the only other possible year (341) is securely occupied by Letter 
XH, which states that it was written in Reme. 

Lefort’s arguments against Schwartz held the field for thirty years," even though an 
embarrassing fact seriously darosges theit cogency. The lemmava to a series of quota- 
‘ons from the Festal Letters by Tomothy Aelnrus, preserved only in Armenian, idemify a 
passage which occurs in the Copnic Letter XXIV as cor'ng from Letter Il of the forty- 
sixth year of the Dioclenanic era (329/30), which would be its correct numbering and 
date—were Schwartz's redating of the Syriac Letter Il from 330 to 352 jusufied. Sim 
larly, the same source identrfies a passage which occurs in the Syriac Letter XIV as coro 
ing from Letter I of the ferty-seventh year of the Diocletianic era—the very date 
(330/1) and original numbering to which Schwartz assigned it.” Lefort disallewed this 
evidence as unreliable by arrributing 0 Timothy Aelurus the method which Schwartz 
attributed to theeditor of the corpus and by accusing him of employing it carelessly 

In his edinion of Festal Letter X, Larenz invalidated Lefor’s central argument and 
thus established beyond doubt that some letters are wrongly daved in the Syriac corprs 
{as Jilicher and Schwartz kad argued). Lorenz analysed the formulaic wording which 
Athanasins uses to annonnce borh the six-day and the ferty-day fast and showed, on 
ferra-criacal grounds, that the reference to a forty-day fast in Letter XXIV is a later in- 
tergelation.”* Presumably, the editor noticed the discrepancy over the length of the pre- 
Easter fast berween this lerter and those immediately preceding it and adjusted rhe text 
accordingly. It should be accepted, therefere, that the western practise of observing a 
forty-day fast before Easter was introduced into Egypt after Athanasius had written Fes- 
tal Letter V for Easter 333, and hence that Fastal Letters Il and Ilf must be redated to 
reflect this fact. k is a minot matter that opinions still differ on whether the change oc~ 
curred between 335 and 338 or as early as 333/4.*° 

Lorenz effered a brief ‘attempt at an insight inte the redaction-history of the collec- 
rion of festal letvers,” in which he stressed the contradictions between the Festal Index 
and the acrual contents of the collection of lerters which it purports to describe?" These 
conttadictions were noted very soen after the publication of the Fastal index and Festal 
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Letters: as early as 1853 C.J. Hefele deduced that the Index ‘originally belonged t0 an- 
other collection of the Festal Letters now lost, but was combined with and set at the 
head ofthe surviving collection by a later copyist,’# and the relevantsentenc is repeated 
virtually word for word in his classic history of church councils. In 1892 Archibald 
Robertson accepted Hefele's inferenice and asserted that ‘some phenomena might sug- 
gest that the Index was originally prefixed to another collection of the letters’ (ont 
which lacked Letters XIII and XIV), and he deduced from the subscription to Letter VI? 
(which states: ‘there is no eighth or ninth fletter], for he did not send them’) that ‘the 
presem collection of letters has undergone a recension since its unfon with the index.”™ It 
is only quite recently, however, that the full significance of the contradictions has been 
appreciated. In 1961 V. Peri noted that the Index for 340 relates to the notifisat‘on of 
the date of Easter 346: in 345 Athanasius declared that the next Easter should be cel- 
ebrated on 30 March, not 23 March (Festal Letter XVIII), but the Index staves that ic 
was in 340 that ‘the Arians preclaimed [Easter] on 27 Phamenoth [= 23 March], and 
were much ridiculed on account of this error’ until they changed the date wo 4 
Pharinouthi [= 30 March) and in the event celebrated Easter on the same date as the 
catholics (Index 12). 

Camplani has now made the sontradictions the cornerstone of a bold and original re- 
construction of the process of collecuing and editing and of the subsequent transmis- 
sion of the Feetal Lerters, which appears to explain all the phenomena, especially the 
discrepancies.» He argues that the Syriac corpus reflects a fusien of two originally sepa- 
rate editions of the Festal Letters, and he reconstructs the history of the twe or‘ ginal col- 
lections as follows: 


In Athanasius’ lifetime 


(1)his Festal Letters and brief nouficau'ons of the date of Easter were preserved in Alex- 
andria with the exception of certain letters sent from exile; 

(2)elsewhere, perhaps at Thmuis, were kept and collected the two notifications (XVIL 
and XVIII} and various letters, including some sent from exile and the Letier to 
Serapion. 

After Athanasius’ death 


(1) the letters preserved in Alexandria were collected and put in sequence wich the trans 
position of the notifications for the Easters of 340 {now lost) and 346 (Restal Letter 
XVII); 

(2ithe letters preserved elsewhere were also collected and put into sequence with seme 
transposiu‘ons {If and XIV, Il and XXIV}, and this collection began to citculate in 
Egypt. 

About 400 

(ljthe Index was added to the Alexandrian collecu‘on; 

(2)headings were added to cach of the letters in the other collection. 


In the second half of the fifth century 
ay Timochy Aclurus quoted from a copy of the collection available to bim in Alexan- 


(2ythe other collection was translated into Coptic but withourthe heading to each letter; 
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(3)semeone prefixed the Alexandrian Index to the other cellection. 


On this hypothesis, the numbering of the Factal Letters in the Syriac corpus derives from 
an editor outside Alexandria, so that Timothy Aelurus, the bishop of Alewandria, could 
quote letcers with corract numbers and dates, whereas Severus ef Antioch and Cosmas 
Indicopleusces repeated incorrect ones from the non-Alexandrian collection. The Syriac 
corpus of which the first half survives is translated from an edition which combined the 
Alexandrian Index with the other cellection of letsers—a collection significantly differ- 
ent from the one for which it was originally compased. 


In the present context, it is not necessary to decide on the correct date of every Festal 
Letter of which the whole text or sigaificane fragmemse survive. It will suffice to mbulate, 
separately for the brief notifications of the date of the next Easter which sucvive and the 
Festal Letters proper, the followtng informau‘on:”” 


(1)the number of the Letter in che corpus (numbers are omitted for letters which aze 
totally lost), 

(2)the Easter to which the tate feurth-eentury editor or editors assigned it, 

(3)the otheryeats between 329 and 373 when the celebration of Easter in Alexandria 
fell on the same day," 

(4)either the cozrect date of the Letter where this appears to be certaim or the alternative 
dates adopted by Schwartz, Loren, and Camplani where they disagree, 

TRANSMITTED ALTERNATIVE CORRECT 
DATE DATES DATE(S) 


(A) ‘Notificazioni festal? 


xvE 345 334,356 345 

xVM 346 335,340 346 

(B) Postal Letters 

1 329 none 329 

u 330 341,352 352 

but 331 342,353 342 

Vv 332 none 332 

v 333 339,344 333 

vl 334 345,356 356 Schwarz 
345 Lorenz 
334 Camplani 

vo 335 340, 346 340 Schwarz 
346 Lorenz 
335. Camplani 

338 349 338 
xt 339 333,344 339 
xd MI 330,352 341 
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TRANSMITTED ALTERNATIVE CORRECT 
TES 


DATE DA DATE(S) 
xIV 342 331, 363 331 
XIX u7 358, 369 347 
XX us 337 348 
XXII 350 372 350 
XXIV. 352 330, 341 330 
XXV 353 331, 342 353 
XXVI 354 343, 365 354 
XXVIT 355 366 355 
XXVII 356 334,345 334. Schwartz 
356 Camplani 
XXIX 357 none 387 
XXXVI 366 355 366 
XXXIX 367 none 367 
XL 368 363 2363, 
XL 369 358 369 
XLII 370 none 370 
XLII 371 none 371 
XLIV 372 350 372 
xLV 373 351,362 373 


Ik cemains wo add brief uotes on individual terters where specific arguments supple- 
ment the general consideranyons already applied. 

AM speaks of ‘rhe fast of forty {days}’ (6). Easter fell on 16 Pharmauthy = 11 April in 
342 and 353 as well as in 330, Bur the historical allusions in the text fit 342 far becrer 
than 353: Athanasius not only writesof affliction (5), but also as one absent from Alex- 
andria (1). Schwartz accordingly (and rightly) deduced that ‘the year 352 is excluded.” 

IV records that it was sent from court by an officialis of the praetorian prefect 
Ablabius (5), and 332 is the only year between 329 and 373 when Easter fell on 7 
Pharmouthi=2 April. 

VII speaks of ‘the fast of forty [days}’ and fixes Easter as 4 Pharmouthi = 30 March 
(11), on which day it also fell in 340 and 346. Although the letcer docs net explicitly 
refer to Athanasius’ absence from Alexandria, its references to wicked men intruding 
into the church of the saints and its contention that heretics and schismatics ought notto 
celebrave Easter (4} would uot be inappropriate to either of the alternative dates. 

X and all subsequent letters except XIV prescribe a lenten fast of forty days. X fines 
the date of Easter as 30 Phamenoth = 26 March, on which day it also fell in 349. 
Schwartz argued that Athanasius wrote the letter in Teier shortly after Easter 337 for the 
following years A. Robertson, that Athanasius began the letter in Trier and failed to 
cevise the introduction when he completed it in Alexandria after his return.‘! But thei 
arguments collapse once a distinction is drawn between Athanasius’ notification ofthe 
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date of Easter 338 in the late spring or early summer of 337 andhis Festal Letter proper 
written in the winter of337/8. Athanasius in fact wrote the Festal Letter nor only after 
hisrecurn to Alexandria sn 23 November 337, but also after a council of hostile bishops 
met in Antioch to condemn and depose him. 

XI fixes Easter as 20 Pharmouthi = 15 April, on which day it also fell in 344. The 
transmitted year must be correct, since Athanasius was writing before the party of 
Eusebius had dislodged him from Alexandria (12), 

‘XTI was weirten from Rome (1): therefore, in 341, nor in 330 or 352, when Easter 
also fell on 24 Pharmouthi = 19 April, 

XVII and XVII are brief communicatiens co the clergy of Alexandria shortly after 
one Easter giving notice of the date of the next. Sine the three successive Easters in 
question fell on 20 Pharmiouthi = 15 April, 12 Phacmouthi = 7 April, and 4 Pharmouthi 
=30 March, while XVII refees explicitly co the decision of the Council of Serdica con- 
cerning the dave of Easter, there can be no doubt that the lerrers were written in 344 and 
345 respectively in order to make known the dates at which Easter wasto beeelebrated 
in 345 and 346. A recent denial of their authenticity is based on a failure co see that they 
are ‘notificazioni festai,’ nox Festal Letters prepex's 

XIX explicitly refers to Athanasius’ retuen from exile since the preceding Easter (1), 
so that it was clearly waitten for Easter 347, even though Easter also fell on 17 
Pharmouthi = 12 April in 358 and 369. 

‘The end of XX is lose, bur che heading attests its date for Easter as 8 Pharmouthi = 3 
April. Aichough Easter also fell en the same day in 337, the tone of the letter implies 
Athanasius’ presence in Alexandria. It was, therefore, writcen in 348. 

XXVIIL, ef which both the beginning and end are lost, must be redated from 346 to 
334 if Vi isto be redated from 334 to 356, as Schwarez proposed, 

XL dates Easter to 25 Pharmouthi = 20 April. Easter fell en the same day in 363, 
when Athanasius was in hiding from the agents of the emperor Julian. The content of 
the two preserved fragments could suit 363 better than 368.* 

The subswential Coptic fragments of XLIIL are securely identified as such by a brief 
quotation from the original Greek in CosmasIndicopleustes, The date of Easter is not 
preserved: it fell on 22 Pharmouthi in 371, but in no otixer year between 329 anid 373, 


‘The Lettor to Serapien stands in the Syriac collection of Festal Letters between Letters 
Xd and XIMI with the subscription: ‘He wrote this from Rome. ‘There is no twelfth [let- 
ter}” Moreover, it explicitly refers to the lengthening of the pre-Easter fast in Egypt from 
six to forty days: 
I have deemed it highly necessary and very urgent to make known te your mod- 
esty ... that you should preclaim the fast of forty days to the brethren, and per- 
suade them to fast, lest, while all the world is Fasting, we who are in Egypt should 
be deridedas the enly people who do not fast, but take our pleasurein these days. 


“The place of the letter in the corpus and the subscription unambiguously imply a dare of 
339/40, Buc it is not clear what evidence the editor had for his dating beyond an infer- 
ence that Athanasius wrove the letter from exile and henee must have writven icin Rome 
for Easter 340, Most recent scholars reject the transmitced date in Favor of a slightly ear- 
lier one.*t Following a hint from Buchesne, berh Schwartz and Lorenz censtrued the 
Letter to Serapion as intzoducing the change in liturgical practise into Egypt, and de- 
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duced that Athanasius wrote it in exile in Gaol in the autumn of 336 for Easter 337.7 
But it seemsimprebable that Athanasius would have tried to introduce such a change in 
Egypt while he himself was in exile in Gaul:it is surely much more probable a priori that 
he did so on his rerurn, for Easter 338. Moreever, although the Letter to Serapien cefers 
tothe change, it does net ivelf read like a document introducing the foryy-day fast to a 
country whereit is completely unknown, Per’ argued for composition early in 338, not- 
ing cenain simlarin‘es of thought and expression between the Letter to Serapion and 
Festal Letter X, which was written for Easter 338, and the fact that its list of new bish- 
ops (2) has a close analogue only in the Festal Letter for 347 written immediately after 
Athanasius’ second rerurn from exile (X1X.13)."* On the other hand, Camplani dates 
the Letter to Serapion to the winter of 338/9, supposingthat it accompanied or closely 
followed the copy of Factal Letter XI sent to the bishep of Thmuis—awhich would ex- 
plain perfectly why it was placed after Festal Letter X1 in the non- Alexandrian cellection 
of the fetrers,""in either case, whether the lerser was written for the lenten season of 338 
of 339, ic illuminates Athanasius’ struggle co retain possession of his see between his first 
return frem exile on 23 November 337 and his second exile in the spring of 339. If the 
Letter te Serapion was indeed written ouside Alexandria, as has often been supposed,” 
that would be no argument against dating it to the late winter of 337/8, bt confirma- 
tien that Athanasius went to the court of Censtantins to defend himself very shortly af- 
ter he had retuened to Egypt. 
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THE DEFENSE AGAINST THE ARIANS 


“The Defense against the Arians has a puzaling structure which calls for explanation: 


12 
3-58 


59-87 


Introduction 
Letters on behalf of Athanasius written by the following, with brief connecting 


remarks: 
3-19 
21-35 
37-50 
51 
52-53 
54-56 


s7 
58 


Council of Alexandria (338) 

Julius, bishop of Rome, to the eastern bishops (341) 
Council of Serdica (343) 

Constann’us to Athanasius (three letters of 345/6) 
Julius to the church of Alexandria (346) 
Constann'us to 

(1) bishops and priests of the catholic church 

(2) the church of Alexandria 

(3) governors in Egypr (all 346) 

Council of Jerusalem (346) 


Ursacius and Valens to 
(1) Jolius 
(2) Athanasius (both 347) 


The persecution of Athanasius by Melirians and Arians in the reign of 
Constantine, qusting many letters and other documents: 


59.6 
60.3 


61-62 
64 


Constant’ne to Athanasius (probably early 328) 

Constantine to Athanasius (331: the letter is omitted in the manu- 
scrips) 

Constantine to the church ef Alexandria (332) 

Retraction of Ischyras (shortly after 330) 
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66 Alexander of Thessalonica to Athanasius (334) 
7 Pinnes to John Archaph (334) 
68 Constantine to Athanasius (334) 


692-4 Arsenius to Athanasius (334 or 335) 

702 Constantine to John Archaph (334) 

71.6 List of Melitian clergy (probably early 328) 

73-86 — Dacumente relating to the Council of Tyre (335) 

874-7 — Constantinus Caesar to the church of Alexandria (17 June 337) 
88-90 Conclusion 


The work thus consists of rwo main parts, each of which proceeds in cheanological or- 
der (with only ¢wo minor deviations io the second part),! yet the second deals with 
‘events down te 337, the first with Athanasius’ career between 338 and 347. 

Why does the work have sach a peculiar arrangement? And how and why did 
Athanasius compose it? R. Seiler distinguished six stages in its evolutvon: 


(1)Athanasius first composed a narrative skerch of his career down to 337, comprising 
S9.1-5 (Opitz 139.4-140.4), 60.1-3 (140.11-19), 63.1-5 (142.24-143.14), 65.1-4 
(144,3-21), 714-2 (148.25-149.4), 72.2- (151.13-152.7), 82 (161.17-30), 86.1 
(164.12-14}, 87.1-2 (165.36~-166.6), and 88.1 (167.1-4). This sketch cersainly ex- 
isted in 338, since the lewer of the Council of Alexandria (3-19) draws on it, but 
Athanasius had probably already drafted most of it in the autumn of 335 in prepara- 
tion for his appeal re Coostantine in Censtantinople, 

(2}The Council of Alexandria in 338 had before it both the narrative skerch and almost 
all the documents quoted in 59-87, but the documents had not yet been integrated 
into the narrative in their present order. Athanasius combined the separate narrative 
and documents into a single continuous text virtuallyidentical with thepresent 59.1~ 
88,1 after Julius made available to him the hypowmtemata of the commission sent to 
the Mareotis in 335 (83.4), Julius appears to draw on the second part of the Defense 
in its present forin in his letter to the eastern bishops in (21-35). Presumably, there- 
fore, Athanasius composed it for submission to the Council of Rome in 341, 

(3) Athanasius composed a third version consisting of 1-50 and 59-88, though without 
any references to Ursacius and Valens, shortly after the Council of Setdica (probably 
in 344) for use in persuading Constantius to allow him to return to Alexandria. 

(4)A fourth version reflected the volte face of Ursacius and Valens in 347 and was com- 
posed before they resumed their earlier hostility toward Athanasius in 351: it added 
51 and 58 and aiso references to their change of side in other passages (1.3,2.2, 20.2, 
88.3). 

{5)A Gifth version added 52-57 some tune after 351. 

(6)Athanasiusadded 89-90 in 357 while working on the Historyof the Arians, thecon- 
tent of whose lost furst part it largely duplicated, But Athanaslus never revised the 
Defense properly for publication either in 357 or tates, and it was published in its sur- 
viving form after his death in 373.2 


Seiler’s analysis conwains much of value and rules out of court H.-G, Opitz’: later 
claim thar Athanasiuecompesed the whole of the Defenseagainst the Arians in hidingin 
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357/8 as a unitary work with a single coherent argument.” But it suffers from over- 
subtlety: in particulas, the grounds advanced for distinguishing between the thicd, 
fourth, and fifth versions seem weak.‘ 

Since Seiler’s dissertation of 1932 there have been two significant studies of the dave 
and compositvon of the Defense againstthe Arians. In a brief and trenchant oote, A. H. 
M. Jones drew attention to a passage concerning Rufus, who wrote the hypomnentata 
of the commission sent to the Mareot's in 335: according to the manuscripes, 


the mau who wrote them is Rufus, now a speculator in the office of the Augustalis €v 
TH Alyeuorakavit se. rakes). (83.4) 


Opitz had emended the transmitted reading to ‘in rhe province of Augustamnica’ (éy ri} 
Adyouoretmxii) on the grounds that there was no pracfectus Augustalis until 3825 
Jones defended the tcansmined reading and showed that the first prefect of Egypt to be 
styled pruefectus Augustalis was Evtelmius Tatianns, prefect from 367 to 370 (Chr. min. 
1.295),* The title and rank of the prefecrchanged when the Egyptian provinces eeased to 
beleng te the diocese of Oriens and formed instead a separate diocese of Aegyprus—an 
administcarive change which eccurred between January 370 and 11 February 371 (CTB 
13.5.14, cf. 12.1.63).” The prefect thus added the functions of vicarises of the new dio- 
cese of Aegyptus to his existing duties as governor of the province of Egypt, and the 
more grandiose title of praefectus Augustalis marked bis enhanced status. It follews that 
the sratement that Rufus is ‘now a specidator in the office of the Augustalis’ was written 
no earlier than 370, whether by Athanasius himself or by an Alesandrian editor who 
published the Defense sbortly after his death, 

T. Orlandi has given an account of the genesis of the Defertse which somewhat re- 
sembles that of Seiler, to whom he oddly does net refer. Orlandi argues thar Athanasius 
prepared some of the material int the second part as early as 335 arid that this was ixcor- 
poraved in the Alexandrian letter of 338 (3-19), bur thatthe composition of the Defense 
as ir survives began in 346, when Athanasius put together the documents relating to 
Ischyras and Arsenius (63-81), Thereafter, there was a ‘strong development’ after 351, 
with the introduction (1-2) being written c. 352/3, bur the ‘definitive redaction’ or ‘de- 
finitive form’ belongs 10 357/8, though the work also recetved some retouching after 
367.* @rlandi’s analysis, though acutely argued, is largely unconvincing, The ‘enemies’ 
of the opening sentence (1.1) cannot be Ursacius and Valens,as Orlandi assumed: on the 
contrary, as O. Bardenhewer crisply noted long ago, the overall argument of the first 
part makes sense only during the period between: their volte face in 347 and the death of 
‘Constans in early 350.* 

The nature of the case probably precludes strict proef. Nevertheless, the following 
hypothesis, which seeks to iuciude what is valuable in earlier discussions, will explain 
both why Athatasius wrowe the separate parts and why the Defense against the Arians 
has its present peculiar form. The work {it may be presumed) evolved in four stages: 


(1) Athanasius prepareda brief account of his episcopal career to date for the Council of 
Alexandria in 338, with documents appended. 

{2)In 341 he combined the narrative sketch and the appended documents into a docu- 
mensed résumé of b iscareer almost identical to the present second part (59-1-88.2) 
and laid it before the Council of Reme.”” 

(3)Athanasius composed the frst part (1-58) and a perorationt (probably 88.3 and 
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90.1, 3) to defend himself at the Council of Antioch which met and deposed him in 
349, shortly before the death of Constans (Sozomenus, HE 4.8.4), and he included 
the already existing second part (59.1-88.2) to shew that the charges brought 
against him had always been false (cf, 58.6). 

(4) Athanasius subsequently retonched the work, especially at the end, on several differ- 
ent eccasiens, perhaps separated by many years, adding allusions 1o events after 353, 
(89, 90.2), and pechaps stil tinkering with the text after 370 (83.4). He never, how- 
ever, revised the work systematically, gave it the polish appropriate w a finished liter- 
ary product,” or in any sense published it in his lifetime. 


‘This hypothesis greatly enhances the value of the Defense agaist the Arians as his- 
torical evidence for the career of Athanasius: once its three main strata have been identi- 
fied, the single work illuru nates the proceedings of no fewer than three councils of bish- 
‘ops—at Alexandria in 338, at Rome in 341, and at Antioch in 349.” 


A general observation will be apposite. Most of those works of Athanasius which relate 
to his career (exceptthe Encyclical Letter) were net in any real sense ‘published’ by hive 
hence he was free co retouch them whenever the fancy took him, and the posthumous 
editor or editors who put together the collected edition which has survived in mediaeval 
manuscrips also had the opportunity to alcer the text where they deemed it appropriate, 
Moreover, even some works which were written for wider circulation rather than for 
ephemeral use at a council of bishops (such as the Defense of His Flight and @n the 
Councils ef Ariminum and Seleucia) show signs of later add'xions or rerouching.* 
Schwaree declared forthrightly that this was the case with most of Athanasius’ werks 
from the late 350s." It has been unfortunave for the undersmanding of Athanasius that 
Opitz took it upon himself to espouse the diamewically opposet! analysis whenever and 
wherever possible—and that he penned an unduly harsh, dismissive, and influential 
footnote attacking Seile’s fandamentally accurate assessment of the Defense against the 
Arians # 
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‘The Defense before Constantius presenvs literary problems very similar to those of the 
Defense againstthe Arians. Since Athanasius describes events of 356 and 357 (25-35), it 
seems natural to regard the work asa unitaty composition written in the summer of 357 
to refuve the chatges in the imperial order for his arrest.’ Yet the contents and tone of 
much of the work are difficult to recencile with this assumption, and Archibald 
Roberson argued long ago that ‘the main, or apologeric, part? (which he identified as 
chapters 1-26) was written before the final chapters (27-35): for the former he pro- 
posed the date of 356, so that it would be contempereneous with Athanasius’ Letter to 
the Bishops of Egypt and Libya? That hypothesis dees not ge far enough. More re- 
cently, J.-M. Szymusiak analysed the Defense as follows: 


1. Original Defense (written benween miid-353 and nid-355) 
1 Preface 


2-21 Refumation of four charges against Athanasius: 
2-5 that he fostered enmity between Constantius and Conseans before 
350 
6-13 that he corresponded with the usueper Magnentivs in 358 
14-18 chat he used the Great Church begun by Gregory before it had been 
dedicared* 
19-21 that he disobeyed an imper'tal summons tocome to courtin 353 
IL. Centiwsation (added in 357) 
22-25 Diegenes’ attemprto dislodge Athanasius becween August and December 355 
25-26 Syrianus’ attempt to arrest him in February 356 
27-31 Persecution in the name of Constantius, especially his attempts to capture 


Athanasius 
32-35 Justificatien of Athanasius’ flight 


This analysis has the virtue of giving the original Defense before Constansixs « real pur- 
pase: Athanasius writes as if he were delivering a real speech (3.1/2; 5.1, 8.1, 11.3, 18.6) 
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and as if Constantius would listen and react to the work (16.2: you smile and show that 
this is so by your smile’), and he could have sent the original version to the emperor in 
354. Szymusiak grounded his analysis in the claim thatthe whole of the fist part is com- 
posed carefully with ‘un véritable souffle oraroire,’ while the flattering protestations of 
loyalty and deference in the second part are suffused with biting irony,? 

Szymusiak was undoubtedly correct co distinguish between the beginning and the 
end of the Defense as different innature and purpose, But he did not draw the dividing- 
line between the two parts of the work in exactly the right place. It should be drawn 
between chapters 18 and 19. Chapter 18 concludes with an invitaw’on to Constantius to 
visit Alexandria and a prayer for his well-being —both of which arecommon featuresof 
a formal peroration.’ On grounds of both style and content, chapters 19-21 belong with 
the continuation, not with the original speech. However, chapter 7 refers to the suicide 
of Magnentius in August 353,? and chapter 13 contains a clear allusion to the exile in 
357 of Egyptian bishops whosupporeed Athanasius (cf. 28; Hist. Ar. 722-5}. Hence the 
hypothesis which best explains the present ferm of the Defense is the following modifi- 
cation of Szymusiak’s schema: 


(1) Athanasius composed a speech comprising chapters 1-12 and 14-18 for presenta- 
tion to Constantius before 23 May 353, when Montanus arrived from court to sum- 
mon him ro Inaly (Hist. ac. 1.83 Index 25). 

(2)1n 357 herevised the exiswng draft superficially and added a continuation compr'sing 
chapters 13 and 19-35, which began in the sane general vein 
more hostile toward Censtantius. (A document of 353 is mi 
chapter 19—possbly because Athanasius wrete the continuation outside Alenan- 
deia.) As with the Defense against the Arians, however, Athanasius probably never 
revised this composite work thoroughly for publicau’on, 


From this analysis of its genes's, it follows that the original Defense before 
Constantivw is probably ident’cal with the communication from Athanasius to the em- 
peror which his envoys who set out from Alexandria on 19 May 353 must have wken 
with them (Hist. ac. 1.7; Index 25, cf. Sozomenus, HE 4.9.6). The original Defense, 
therefore, was presumably composed in the spring of 353, As for the continuat‘on, 
Athanasius appears to be writing before he learned of the capitulation of Liberius in the 
summer of 357. 

A prosopographical detail confirms that Athanasius wrote the first part of the De- 
fense before Constantius at an earlier date than the subsequent chapters, Chapter 10 
describes Athanasius’ public protestattons of loyalty when envoys from Magnentius 
passed through Egypt in 350. Among the witnesses of his actions whom Athanasius 
vokes are the comes Asterius and Palladius, who subsequently became magister palati, 
ice., magister officierum (10.3). The same pair of names recurs in chapter 22 as the men 
who broughtto Alexandria a lerter of Constanty'us written upon receipt of the news that 
Constatis had been killed in lave Janvary or February 350. In this later passage Palladius 
is described in exactly the same words as befere, but his companion, is ‘Asterius, who 
became di of Armenia'—an appoiament which he presunably received after 
Athanasius wrove the earlier passage. 


197 


Appendix 4 
THE DATE OF 
ON THE COUNCIL OF NICAEA 


The work which is conventionally known as the Epistula de decretis Nicaenae synodi er, 
mote briefly, as De Decretis has a far from compendious title in the Greek manuscripts 
of Athanasius: ‘that the Ceuncil at Nicaea, having seen the villainy of the Eusebians, 
properly and piously propounded is decisions against the Arian heresy.’ Itis neteasy te 
date precisely. In his introduction to the standard English translation of the werk, 
Archibald Roberwon contented himself with a date betwcen 351 and the end of 355." 
On the other hand, H.-G. Opitz, followed by the authors of recent patrological hand- 
books and surveys, deducad a dare of 350/1 from the fact that Athanastus attacks the 
Arians for their readiness to use violence in the near future (2.2).? The argument derives 
from Schwartz’s observaton that ‘the new persecution which searved shortly after the 
Rattle of Mursa (28 September 351) was already threatening’? Recently H. C. 
Bremiecke has proposed a date after 356, perhapsas Jate as c. 360,en a combination of 
historical and theological grounds: since Athanasius uses the term homroousios and de- 
fends the Nicene creed, which (so Brennecke holds} was ‘never explicitly attacked’ be- 
fore 357, he can hardly be writing at an earlier dare.‘ The inference depends upon a gen- 
eral interpretation of the theological developments of the 350s which is both 
implausible in itself and explicitly rejecced clsewhere in this volume.S On the contrary, 
the text ef @1 the Comicil of Nicaea fails co reflect the theological debates of the late 
350s in any precisely identifiable way.‘ Moreover, even though Opitz was over-opa'mis- 
ti in deducing the date of 350/1, Schwartz. was certainly correct in holding thatthe fact 
that Athanasius writes as if violence were threatening but had not yet been employed ex- 
cludes a date after he was dispossessed of his see in February 356. 

The date of 352/3 postulated in this book is deduced from the following consider- 
ations. Athanasius addressed On the Council of Nicaea to semeene whom he neither 
names nor expressly describes, but who must surely be another bishop.’ Athanasius dis- 
closes that he had provided a ‘breader refutation’ of the Arians in an earlier Jetter tothe 
same addressee (5.7), and that he is writing now becaase the latter reperted to him the 
question he had posed ‘to those advocating {npcoBctov-as) the views of Arius, among 
whom were both some ofthe associatesof Eusebius and very many of the brothers who 
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share the opinions of the church’ (1.1), Can the occasion to which Athanasius refers be 
identified? 

The bishop to whom Athanasius was writing had asked him what happened at the 
Council of Nicaea (2.3). Athanasius had of course attended the council, but he spurned 
the opportunity to give a detailed account of the events of 325, on whichhe spends little 
spaee. Instead he defends the word homaousios and the phrase ‘of the essence of the 
Father’ against the charge of being unscriptural, and ridicules his theological adversaries 
fer inconsistency. In 325, he observes, the Eusebians had accepred and subscribed to the 
terms which they now reject (3.2), and they object to the proper use of unscriptural 
termis although they themselves use unscriptural terms to advocate imprety (18.4). Iris 
‘not necessary to see here any allusion to the Sirmian manifesto of 357, which first ex- 
pressly probibiced the use of unscriptural terms mn eredal statements. Nor isit necessary 
to see anallusion to Aetius in Athanasius" attribution to his opponents of the assertion 
that the Logos is ‘a stranger to and in essence unlike the Father’ (6.1), since the Orations 
against the Arians had used the self-same phrase long before 350 to characterise the 
Christology of Arius himself, of Eusebius of Nicomedia, and of Asterius (for example, 
‘the Logos isalien to and in everything unlike the essence and individuality of the Father" 
[1.5)?-—and On the Council of Nicaea clearly draws on the earlier work.°Henceit has 
been argued that Athanasius’ main theological sarget was the so-called long creed ef 
344, and that Aetius later chose to emphasise the term ‘uolike” in his teaching precisely 
because On the Council of Nieaea had already attacked it." Its also theoretically pos 
sible that Athanasius may have heard reports of Aerius’ teaching before Aeaius in any 
sense published them, 

Athanasius appears to have written On the Council of Nicaea in Alexanctia, since he 
quotes at length (and obviously not from memory) from the Hypotyposes of 
Theognostus, from Dionysius of Alexandria against Sabellus (25), from Bionysius of 
Rome against the Sabellians (26), and from Origen’s De Principiis (27.213). Itis a rea- 
sonable hypothesis that be addressed the work to a prominent western bishop, but one 
with whom he had yet had no personal dealings. Hence the addressee may be idenu fied 
without discemfort as Liberius, who is known to have written to Athanasius shortly 
after his consecration as bishop of Rome in May 352 (CSEL 65.155). @ne detail fire a 
bishop of Rome particularly well. Athanasius instructs the addressee in respectful erms 
on how to use the lect: 


You, however, dearly beloved, read it by yourself when yeu receive i, and if you 
happen co decide that it is good, read it also to the brothers present on that occe- 
sion, se that they too, learning these things, may realise the council's devotfon to 
the truth and is precise intentions, and may condemn the audacity of the Arians 
who fight Christ and their vain excuses, which they have leamed among them- 
selves to invent for the sake of their own impious hersey, (32.5) 


IfLiberius’ name has disappeared from the title of @z: the Council of Nicaea, it could be 
because in 357 he fmally subscribed to tbe synodical letter of the Council of Sirmvum of 
351%—precisely the document which @» the Council of Nicaea asked him 10 reject. 
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Appendix § 
NARRATIVE AND 
CHRONOLOGY IN SOCRATES 


Socrates begins the second book of his Ecclesiastical History by stating that he has s- 
written the first two books avoiding the chronological ercors of Rufinus which he had 
earlier repeated (such as putting the Council of Tyre after the death of Constantine [cf. 
Rofinus, HE 10.17] and omitting Athanasius’ exile in Gavll in 335-337). Socrates ex- 
plains that he besame aware of Rufinus’ errors when he came across treatises by 
Athanasius and contemporary letters: hence the rewritten first two books, with their 
copious quotations instead of the bare narrative of the first edition (HE 2.1.1-S). The 
following brief analysis of the second book of the Ecclesiastical History notes the correc 
dates where they are known in order to show how unsatisfactory Socrates’ account re- 
mains as a sequential narrative, despite the vast amount of excellent information it con- 
tains on pat ticular individuals and episodes.! 


2 After the death of Constantine, which Socrates correctly dates to 22 May 
337 (1.40.3), the Eusebians cause disorder in the cherch by attempting to 
reintroduce Arianism. 


3.14 Letter of Constantinus to the Christians of Alexandria (17 June 337, 
qneted from Athanasius, Apol. ¢. Ar 87.1-4). 
35-7 Athanasius returns to Alexandria (23 November 337), and plots are 


made against him. Socrates alludes to Athanasius’ condemnation by a 
Council of Antioch and to his expulsion from his see (spring 339). 


4 Acacius becomes bishop of Caesarea in place of Eusebius {whe died in 
late May 339). 

5 Censtantiruis dies (Secraves gives the eecrect consular date of 340}. 

6 Alexander of Constantinople dies and Paul is elected as his successer (late 
summer 337). 

7 Paul is deposed, and Eusebius of Nicomedia replaces him (early autumn 
337). 
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10.1-20 


10.21-22 


12-13 


14 


15 


Narrative and Chronology in Socrates 


The ‘Dedicat’on Council’ meets at Antoch in the consular year 341, 
which by inclusive counting Socrates reckons as the fifth year after the 
death of Constantine (5). Socrates has apparently conflated the council of 
January 341 (1-5) with the council of 338/9 which deposed Athanasits 
(6-7). 

“The career of Eusebius of Emesa summarised from the life by George of 
Laodicea, including his eefusal to be named as Athanasius’ sticcessor in 
Alexandria (6-7). 

‘The Council of Antioch appoints Gregory bishop of Alexandria (1) and 
issues credal documenss (4-8 fiom Athanasius, Syn, 22.3-7; 10-18 froma 
Syn. 23.210), which Gregory subscribes before going to Alexaindr'a 
(19). Socrates continues to conflate the councils of 338/9 and 341 (ef. 
Arhanas‘us, Syn. 22.2). 

Roman territory is invaded by the Franci (21) and great earthquakes 
occur in the East, with Antioch shaken for a whole year (22). The Frank- 
‘ch invasion and the earthquake are dated to the fourch year of 
Constant’us (340/1} by Jerome, Chronicle 235" Helm, and totheconsu- 
lar year 341 in Chr. sin. 1.236. 

Gregery encers Alexandria, and Athanasius flees to Rome. The narrative 
pact ally conflates the entry of Gregory in Match 339 with the artempted 
arcest of Athanasius in February 356: although the burning of the Church 
of Dionysius occurred in 339 (6), the diex Syrianus and his five thousand 
soldiers belong to 356 (1, cf. Athanasius, Rug, 24.3; Hist. Ar, 81.6). 
Moreover, the chaprer ends with an apparent reference to the Roman 
council of summer 341 (7). 

‘After Eusebius of Nicomedia dies, Paul returns to Constantinople, the 
Arians elect Macedenius, Hermegenes is killed when he tres to expel 
Paul, and finally Censmantixis comes from Antioch ro do so, All these 
events belong co the winter of 341/2: Socrates gives the consular date of 
342 for both the murder of Hermegenes and Constans’ defeat of the 
Franci (13.4, cf, Chr. ain, 1.236), 

The Arians replace Gregory with George of Cappadow'a. This chaprer 
reveals a hopeless muddle: Gregory died in Alexandria on 26 June 345, 
well before George was first nanted bishop of the city in 349 (Sozemenus, 
HE 48.4). 

Athanasius, Paul of Constantinople, Asclepas of Gaza, Marcellus of 
Ancyra, and Lucius of Adrianople, all in Rome, approach Julius; armed 
with letvers from Julius, they reoccupy their sees (3), despite oppositon 
from the supporrers of George when Athanasius enrered Alexandria (6). 
This recur is sheer fantasy, but may ultimately be based on a confused 
recollection of the attempts of Lucius and Paul ro resume their sees after 
the Council of Serdica. 

The praetorian prefect Philippus expels Paul from Constantinople and 
resveres Macedonius as bishop (late 344). 
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174-11 


2s 
26 


27 
281-15 


28.16-20 


APPENDIX 5 


Athanasics gors to Rome, and Julius writes to the bishops who had met 
at Antioch. Thecharge o fembearlement (2) was made against Athanasius 
in 337/8. Socrates refersto the letterof the Egyptian bishops in early 338 
(6,cf. Athanasius, Apol. c. Ar. 3-19), to the letter of a council of Antioch 
which appears te be che ‘Dedicatron Council’ (5, 10, cf, 15.45), and to 
Julius’ long letter of 341 (7-9, cf. Apol. c. Ar: 21-35). 

‘Shortly afterward’ Paul of Constaminople goes from Thessalou'ca to 
Htaly (eorly winter 344/5).. 

The bishops Narcissus, Theodorus, Maris, and Marcus present a creed to 
Constans (3-6, frem Athanasius, Syr. 25.25). The convext in Athanasius 
indicates that this embassy oscurred in 342. 

The heresy of Phetinus. 

The dong creed,’ quoted from Athanasius, Syn, 26 (344). 

‘The Council of Serdica (343), which Socrates misdates to the consular 
year 347 (4). Socrates states thatthere was a delay of eighteen months 
between the summoning and the meeting of the councif (6): that might 
derive front Julius’ leteer of 341 (Apol, ¢. Ar. 29.2), which in fact refersto 
Athanasius waiting in Rome in 339/40. 

Digression in defense of Eusebius of Caesarea against the charge of being 
an Asian. 

Constans threatens to restere Athanasius and Paul by force. The letter 
from which Socrates quotes (5) belenge to early 345. 

Constantius allows the restoration of Athanasius and the other exiled 
bishops. Socrates quoses seven letters from Athanasins (Apol. ¢ Ax S1~ 
56). Athanasius entered Alexandria on 21 October 346 (Hist, ac. 1.25 
Index 18). 

Athanasius retucns to Alewandria via Jerusalem, and Ursacius and Valens 
enter inte communion with tim. 

Rapid sucvey of pelitical histery from May 337 to June 350. 

‘After the death of Consens in the consular year 350 (1), arvecks on 
Athanasius resume; Panl is deposed and killed; Marcellus is expelled; 
Lucius dias in prisons and Athanasius flees to avoid being killed on 
Constantius’ orders. Socrates again conflaves events of different datus: the 
death of Lucius of Adrianople (6) belongs to the period immediarely after 
the Council of Serdica, but the complaints about Athanasius’ fight are 
those which he answered in 357 (9, cf. Fug. 1). The expulsion of 
Marcellus (6) is unhistocical, since he was not allowed to retum to 
Ancyra in the 340s at all. 

‘Macedonius becomes bishop of Constantinople in plaee of Paul (prob- 
ably in 349). 

The cenduct of George in Alexandria, from Athanasius, Fug. 6.1-7.5 
{describing events of 356). 


Vewanio abdicates {25 December 350). 
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28.21 


28.22 


29-30 


311-4 


31.5 


32.1-1 


32.11 
33 
341-5 
34.5 
34.6 
347-8 
3S 

36 

37 


38.1 


Narran've and Chronology in Socrates 


‘Constantius preclaims Gallus Caesar {15 March 351) and sends him to 
Syria, 

As Gallus reaches Antioch, a cross appears in the sky (7 May 351). 28.23 
Consvantius sends his generals against Magnentius (summer 351). 

A council at Simium deposes Photinus in the consular year 351. Socrares 
quotes from Athanasius both the creed of the Council of Sirmium (30.5 
30, from Syn, 27.2~-3) and rhe ‘blasphemy’ of 357 (30.31-41, from Syn. 
28.2~12) without realising thar the later does not belong in 351. He also 
pute after the council the preliminary interrogat’on of Photinus by Basil 
of Ancyra, which occurred before it (30.43-45, ef. Epiphanius, Pan. 
71.1.4). 

Ossius of Corduba is forced to subscribe to the decisions of the Council of 
Sirmium (he suhmitred only in 357). 

‘Consvantius remams in Sitmium awain'ng the outcome of the campaign 
against Magnenc us. 

Defeat and death of Magnentius, which Socrates dates c. 15 August 353 
(8). The Battle of Mursa, which Socrates transfers from Pannonia to Gaul 
(2), occurred on 28 September 351. 

‘Usurpation of Silvanus (355). 

Gallus suppresses a Jewish cehellion (352). 

Misdeeds and execurion of Gallus in rhe censular year 354, 

Julian is proclaimed Caesar (6 November 355). 

Constantius visits Rome (357). 

Julius dies, and Liberius becomes bishop of Rome (352). 

The career of Aetus. 

‘The Council of Milan (355). 

The Council of Ariminum in 359 (cf. 39.5-7). Socrates prefaces his ac- 
count of che council with a digression on how Eudoxius of Germanicia 
became bishop of Antioch (6-11). Although Socrates, by dating the death 
of Leonti'us ‘abont this time,’ implicitly puts Eudexius’ decty‘on too in 
359, his statement that Eudoxius was in Rome with Constantius when he 
received news of S-contius’ death indicates thar the correct date is 357. In 
his account of the council, Socrates quotes from Athanasius the ‘dared 
creed’ of 22 May 359 (18-24, from Syn. 8.3-7); a long passage of 
Athanasius himself (31-49, from Sya. 3.1-4.4); the letter of the Council 
of Ariminum to Constantius (54-74, from Sy, 10.1-12); and the 
emperor's reply to the council (78-87, from Syn, 55.2-7}, He then nar- 
rates the exile of Liberius (355-357) as if it were a consequence of 
Liberius’ refusal to accepr the creed presented at Ariminum (98-94), and 
he concludes the long chapter with the creed of Nike (95-97: 10 @ctober 
359). 

Introductory: earlier events in the Bast. 
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38.2 


38.3-42 


39-40 


41-42 


431-77 


43.7°-16 
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Acacius and Patrophilus install Cyril as bishop of Jerusalem (probably 
348 or 349)? 

Activities of Macedonius in Censtantinople, especially his persecution of 
Novat’anists, with derails supplied by Awxanon (10), 

‘The Couneil of Seleucia, Socraves records thatit convened on 27 Septem- 
ber 359 (39.7, ¢f. 5) and quotes a document presented by Acacius (40.8— 
17, ef. Epiphanius, Pan. 73.25). 

The Council of Constanu‘nople (January 360: 41.8-16 quete Athanasius, 
Sym. 30.2~10). 

Eustathius of Sebasteia. Socrates surunarises the canons of the Council of 
Gangra (3-6), which he expressly dates after the Ceuinci! of 
Constantinople: Sozomenus, HE 4.24.5, paw Gangra before 
Constantinople, correctly so it seems.? 

Endox/us becomes bishop of Censtantiuople, Secrates records the 
consecration of the great church of Hagia Sophia on 15 February 360 
(ay. 

Meletits becomes bisho pof Antioch, but issoon replaced by Euzoius (5). 
Socrates refers to Constantius’ journey to Antioch for the Persian war 
early in 360 (7). 

‘The deposed Macedonius founds 4 sect. 

Council of Antioch meets in the censular year 361 (10). 

‘The two Apollinarii of Laodicea in Syria, 

Constantius dies on 3 November 361. 
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Appendix 6 
SOCRATES, SOZOMENUS, AND SABINUS 


Socrates begins his Ecclesiastical History with the ascession of Constantine in 306 (HE 
1.2.1, 40.3), and he concludes it with the seventeenth consulate of Theodosius in 439 
(HE 7.48.8): it seems highly probable that he compleced the work in the fatter year.’ 

Socrates was born in Constantinople shortly before 380 (HE 5.24.9,cf. 5.16.9), and 
he drew much oral information from the aged Novatianist priest Auxanon, who in his 
youth had atrended the Council of Nicaea in 325 (HE 1.13.2,cf. 10.5). Hence nodoubr 
his full and excellent accounts of episodes in the career of Paul of Constantinople. The 
classic treatment of F. Geppert identi Bed Socrates’ main wrinen sources as (1) Rufinus’ 
Ecclesiastical History, Eusebius’ Life of Constantine, and Athanasius (alt extant); (2)a 
brief chronicle eompiled in Constantinople and lists of bishops, which together provided 
thechronological framework; and (3) cwo collections of documents which have not sur- 
vived—the Synedicus of Athanasius and the Synagoge of Sabinus. Geppert also argued 
that Socrates used no fewer than fourteen subsidiary soorces, of which four come into 
the reckoning for his account of the ccign of Constantivs—the lives of Eusebius of 
Caesarea by Acactus (HE 2.4) and of Eusebius of Emesa by George of Laodicea (HE 
1.24.3; 2.9.1), Eutropius’ Breviarium, and a lostseries of brief imperial biographies aiso 
used in the Origo Constantini Imperatoris and much later by Zenaras.* 

Gepper’s analys'ss retains its general validity even after nearly a century, but some of 
his identifications of specific sonrces are mistaken, In particular, the history which 
Socrates ascribes to Rufinus (HE 2.1.1) was probably the lost Greek Ecclesiastical His- 
tory of Gelasius of Caesarea, supplemented by a Greck translation of what Rufinus 
added to his Greek exemplar in his Latin adaptation and continuation of Gelasius down 
to 395, The Synodicus of Athanasius probably never existed: itis mentioned only: in a 
sentence of Socrases’ Ecclesiastical History which appears co be an imerpolation (HE 
1.13.12), and everything which Socrates (and Sozomenus} were supposed to have taken 
from it may be derived instead from Sabinus’ Synagoge, which, though lost, is well at- 
tested’ Morcover, there is no need co posit yet another ‘Sammlung von 
Kaiserbiographien . . . deren Original fiir uns véllig verloren ist” in order to explain the 
sinularities of the Origo, Socrates, and Zonaras: they are sporadic and mainly facwal, 
and they do not show a consistent parallelisin of phraseology.” 
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Sozomenus compesed h’isEcclesiastical History some years after Socrates. Sozomenus? 
preface refers toa recent journey of the emperor ‘Theodosius across Bitbynia to Heraclea 
Pontica in the heat of summer (HE pr. 13): this visit has usually been dated to 443, and 
the inference has usually been drawn that Sozomenus was writingin or shordy after that 
year* Both premise and cenclust‘on are vulnerable. C. Roueché bas shown that 
Theedosius’ visit co Heraclea Pantica need not beleng to 443 and Alan Cameron has 
noned that Sozomenus' praise of Puicheria, particularly his statement that ‘weshall find 
that she especially is responsible for the fact that new heresies are not victorious in our 
own day’ (HE 9.1.9), implies that the last book at least was written in 450 after 
Pulcheria’s return to power and favor in the last months of Theadesius’ life.”” 

Sozomenus was a native of Bethelea near Gaza (HE 5.15.14), who settled in 
Consmantinople apparently afver 425 (cf. HE 8.27.7). A lawyer like Soctares (HE 
2.3.10}, he decided to outdo his predecessor by composing a more Lterary Ecclesiastical 
History coveting the period ftom the third consulate of the Caesars Crispus and 
Constantinus in 324 co the seventeenth consulate of Theodosius in 439 (HE pr. 19). 
Socrates had deliberately renounced rhetorical ornament in orderte write in a plain and 
unadorned style, which he held te be appropriate for a Christian histor‘an (HE 1.1.35 
3.1.4; 6 pr). Soeomenus employed Socrates as his main source and rewrote him in a 
more elevaved style, more in keep'ing with the traditions of serious pagan hiscoriogca- 
phy. Bet, in addition to these sYstematic stylistic changes, Sozomenus often supple- 
mented Socrates: he drew, fer exemple, on his legal experience for an account of the leg- 
islation of Constantine which ranges beyond the laws included in the Theodosian Code 
(HE 1.8.13, 9.3). Sozomenus sometimes also mined more fully the self-same authozs 
whom Socrates followed or quoted (Gelasixs/Rufinus, Eusebius’ Life of Constantine, 
and Athanasius). But some of the most valuable sections of Sozomenus? Ecclesiastical 
History are entirely independent of Socrates and Socrates’ sources: for exampls, 
Sozomenus drew on Persian acta martyrum for an account of the persecution of Shapur 
(HE 2.9-14); he provides two long excursuses o monks and holy men (HE 3.14~16; 
628-34, with many similaritves to Palladius’ Lawsiac History and the Historia 
Monachorum in Aegypto}; and he used the lost histozy of @lympiodorus for the politi- 
cal narracive of even down to 425 which forms the structure of his unfinished ninth 
book.” Several passages also show knowledge of the violently anti-Christian history of 
Eunapius of Satdis."* 

For the teign of Constantius, an important source for both Socrates and Sozomenus 
was the Synagoge of Sabinus of Heraclea. Unfortunately, Sozomenus never names 
Sabinus—or any of his prnicipal sources." Socrates, however, names Sabynus in some 
teo passawes (HE 1.8.24~-26; 1.9.28; 2.15.81; 2.17.10-11; 2.20.5; 2.39.8; 3.10.11; 
3.25.185 4.12.41; 4.22.1), which make it clear that Sabinus not only quoted {or omitted) 
coneiliar documents, buc also provided commentary. It is sometimes difficult, therefore, 
to tell whether Sozomenus’ report ef a document depends on the document itself as 
quoted by Sabinus or on Sabinus’ digest of something which he did net quote.“ 
Baciffol demonstrated Sezomenus’ consmant recourse to Sabinus:” the subsequent 
monagraph by G. Schoo on the sourcesof Sozomenus unfermnavely did not attempt to 
dlistingnish consistently between che passages where Sozomenus quotes or reports the 
contents of a document which he found in Sabinus and those wbere he mexely repro- 
duces Sabinus’ narrauve or his commentary on a decumenc which he did nor quote." 


Socrates, Sozomenus, and Sabinus 


Fer the most part, the natcative framework of Books Three and Four of Sozomenus’ 
Ecclesiastical History faithfully follows Socrates and reproduces most of his grosser fac- 
tual and chronological errors. Yet Sozomenus’ account of the reign of Constantius has 
great intrinsic value because he has often supplemented Socrates. ‘The following are 
some of the most important passages relating to ecclesiastical polir cs of the period 337— 
361 where Sozomenus demonstrates his independence of Socrates, usually by showing 


knowledge of documenss not quoted by him or by supplying authentic dems not found 
in his main seurce:* 


Book Three 


$.1-6.7 The ‘Dedicat‘on Council.” Sozomenus follows Socrates closely (HE 
2.8.1-5), but adds three details: a claim that the creed was Lucian’s; the 
names of eight bishops prominent at the council; and a note that 
Eusebius of Emesa voted with the rest. Sozomenus has presuntably used 
Sabinus, who incladed the council's lerter to Julius (Socrates, HE 
2.17.10). 

83 Brief summary of a letter sent by Julius of Rome to the eastern bishops: 
apparemily not the letter of 341 cuoted by Athanasius (Aol. ¢, Ar. 21~ 
35), but an earlier one to which Athanasius refers, probably written in 
339 (Apol. ¢. Ar. 20.1). 

Bat Summaty of the letter of the ‘Dedication Counc to Julius: of Rome 
Sozomenus clearly believed that this letter was writven by a later council. 


11.4-12.7 ‘The Council of Serdica. Sozemenus shows detailed knowledge of three 
decuments not quoted by Socraves: the synodical letters of both the east- 
etzt and the western bishops (CSEL 65, 48-67; 103-126: the latver also 
known from Athanasius, Apol. e. Ar: 42-47), and the letter of Ossius and 
Protogenes to Julius (EOMIA 1.644). He had probably already used the 
Sirst of these documents co supply the chaege on which Asclepas of Gaza 
had been deposed (8.1, cf. CSEL 65.55). 


20.4,7-9 Leontius as bishop ef Antioch (cf. Theodoretus, HE 1.22.1; 2.24.3). 


2 Lerer of the Council of Jertisalem, 346 (quoted from Athanasius, Apol. 
Ar. 572-6). 

23-24 Letters of Ursacius and Valens co Julius and Athanasius (quoted from 
Apol. c Ar. $8). 

Book Four 

3 Sozomenus shows knowledge of the Passion of the Holy Notaries 
(BHG? 1028y). Although the Passion names Philippus % the prefect 
who executed Maityrius and Mercianus, Sozoments leaves him 
anonymous. 

5 ‘Account of the cross which appeared over Jerusalem on 7 May 351, 
based on Cyril of Jerusalem's lester ro Constantius (BHG? 413 = CPG 
3587). 

6.2 “The theological views of Photinus. 
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Excerpt from the ‘dated creed’: apparently not from Socrates, since the 
text of Sozomenus agrees with the correspending section of the crced of 
Nike as quoted by Theodoretus (HE 2.21.37) against Sectaces (HE 
2,37.23-24) and Athanasius (Syn. 8.7). Like Socrates, Sozomenus mus- 
dates the creed te 351 (6.6), buthe presumably took his brief quotawon 
from Sabinus, whereas Socrates reprodoces the whole document from 
Athanasius. 

Report of the Council of Antioch which deposed Athanasins shorely 
befere 350. Though not explicitly attested elsewhere, this council should 
be accepted as historical.2* 

Athanasius sends envoys to the court of Consvantins in 353. Sozomenus? 
source is the original of the Historia acephala (1.7). 

George in Aleandria (cf. Hist. ac, 2.2~6).* 

Report of the interview between Constantius and Liberjusaftechis arrest 
in 355: Sozomenus appears to be sununarising the document quoted by 
Theodoretus (HE 2.16). 

Report of the letter of a council held at Antioch by the newiy elected 
Endoxius to Ursacius, Valens, and Gern'nius (winter 357/8). 

Jerter of George of Lacdicea (early 358). 

Lerter of Constantius to the church of Antioch (late 357). 

Report of correspondence between Constantius and Basil of Ancyra. 
Report of Constantius'letter to the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia. 
‘The Council of Seleucia. Sozomenusclosely follows Socrates, but he adds 
sere details omitted by him, such as the speech of Eleusius (22). 
Sozomenus refers to the bypomnemata of the council as if he had con- 
sulted them hiunself (28). 

Negotiations at court after the Councils of Atiminum and Seleucia. 
Repurt of the decisions of the Ceuncil of Constantinople which deposed 
Macedonius, Elensius, and others. Sezomenus’ repert is considerably 
faller than the parallel teportin Soccares (HE 2.42-43.6). 

Meletius as bishop of Antioch, Sozemenus again gives a much faller 
account than Socrates (cf. Theodoretus, HE 2.31). 


For most of the documents whose source is not extant, consultation of Sabinus is the 
most probable explaniation of Soaomenns’ knowledge. However, it is sometimes not at 
all easy, especially in his narrative of events preceding the Councils of Ariminum and 
Seloucia, to be cermain whether Sozomenus is paraphrasing a decument (either at frstor 
second-hand) or supplementing his sources by ratiosiation and imaginaxive reconstrite- 


tion. 


Appendix 7 
DOCUMENTS IN THEODORETUS 


Theodoretus wrote his Ecclesiastical History in the late 440s," He thus wrote after 
Socrates, whese work he appears to have known and occasionally used,” but before 
Sozomenus, who was still working on his Ecclesiastical History in 450. Theodoretus 
has a tow reputation as a historian and has been denounced as ‘without question by far 
the least signifieant in the series of Greek ecclesiastical historians.’*"That is a mistaken 
estimare—of Theodorerus asa lizcrary artist no less than of his value asa source of infor- 
mation. Theodoretus’ interests were primarily dogmatic rather than historical, and he 
transformed the raw materials of his Ecclesiastical History to suit his own purposes 
more thoroughly than either Socrates or Sozomenus.? 

Theodecetus consciously set out to supplement Gelasius and Socrates (HE 1.1.2), 
and some significant documents and other writings which he quows or paraphrases 
have not survived independenuly.* He appears to have ken pains to differ from his pre~ 
deressors as far as possible. For example, he completely omine Socrates” detailed and col- 
orful accounts of how Paul of Constantinople was expelled from the imperial capital? 
inssead, he begins by alleging that popular support made it impossible to summon Paul 
to Serdica, then passes w his deposition, deportation to Cucusus, and death, illustrated 
by a brief quotation from Athanasius (HE 2.5, cf. Fug. 3.6). 
ischronologically possible for Theodoretus to have read or consulted the Ecclesias- 
tical History of Phitostorgius, and is has been argued that he used it.” However, the frag- 
mentary preservation of Philostorgius makes derivation difficult to prove, especially 
since it seems clear that Theodoretus drew directly on an important source of 
Philostergius not used by Socrates—the lost eaclesiastical history written in the later 
360s, whose unknown author has traditionally been styled ‘the anonymous Atian bisto- 
rian," but whose viewpoint was distinctively homocan.!® 

Theodorerus’ individuality as a historian of the Christian chucch in the fourth cen- 
cory reveals itself in features such as his obvious and frequent interest in Ancioch: for 
example, he preserves a long and extremely valuahle quotation from Eustathius on the 
Council of Nicaea (HE 1.8.14 = Eustathius, feag, 32 Spanneut)” anda fuller account 
of the malcceatment of Christians in Antioch under Julian than can be found in ocher 
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narrative sources (HE 3.10-19, cf. 22: an episode at Beroea not independently re- 
corded). Adducing quotations in later Greek writers, L. Parmenter demonstrated that 
Theoderetus taek much of his information about Antioch and the career of Eutomius 
from Theodote of Mopsuestia's lost work against Eunomius.? 


The following passages of Book Two, which coversthe reign of Constantius, either pre- 
serve information relevant to ecclesiastical politics which has no analogue in Rufius 
and Socrates or which diverges from these earlier aecours of the same events: 


11 


7A-B.52 


8.54-10.2 


14.13 


19-21 


The length of Athanasius’ sejourn in Teer (two years and three 
months). 

The Counctl of Serdica, from ‘ancient acceunts’ Theodorenas and the 
version preserved in Cod. Ver. LX (58), fols. 81'-88', alone preserve the 
credal smatement omitted from the versions of the letter of the westem 
bisheps quoted by Athanasius (Apol. ¢. Ar. 44~49) and Hilary (CSEL 
65.103-128). 

‘The embassy of bishops escorted by Flavius Salia, the plot of Ssephanus 
of Antioch, and his consequent disgrace and deposition. Theodorenis’ 
acceunt, which is much fuller than that given by Athanasius (Hist. Ar. 
20), appearsto reflect local knowledge or traditions, 

Brief extract from a lost work of Athanasius consoling virgins who had 
suffered violence in Alexandria in 357 {CPG 2162). 

“Dialogue of the emperor Consmantius and Liberius, bishop of Rome’ 
{1-27}, and his exile (28/9). Sezomenus (HE 4.11.3~10) summarises this 
dialogue, which also survives in Syriac (Vatican Library, Syr. 145, fols. 
65-67", Theedoretus’ account of Liberius’ exile may also owe some- 
thing to Athanasius (Hist. Ar. 35-40). 

Liberius’ return to Rome. 

Letters of the Council of Ariminumto Censtantius and of Constantius te 
the council, and thecreed of Nike. The three documents quoted all stand 
in Athanasius (Syn. 10, 55, 30) and Socrates (HE 2.37-54-87, 41.816}, 
who quotes chem from Awhanasius. But Theodocetus” text often diverges 
in linguistic devils: it derives, therefore, from an independent Greek 
translation of the lost Latin originals (possibly by way of Sabinus). 
Quotation of Athanasius, Ep. ad Afros 3-4." 

Teontits and Eudoxius as bishops of Antioch (24.2 quoves Athanasius, 
Fug, 26.3). 

Council of Seleucia 

Council of Constantinople, with quotation of its letter to George of Alex- 
andrla, presumably caken fcom Sabinus. 

The career of Eunomius, mainly repeated from Theodoretus’ earlier 
work Haereticarwn Fabulanm Compenditan (4.3 [PG 83.417~422)). 
The siege of Nisibis by che Persian king Shapur, largely queved feom 
Theodoretus’ Historia Religiosa {1 [PG 82.1384/S)). 
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Documents in Theodoretus 
Ie & symptomatic of the narrative confusion which prevails in Theodoretus’ account of 
the reign of Consvantius, no less than in that of Socrates, *thathe places Shapur’s third 
siege of Nisibis at the end of the reign of Constantius after the Council of 
Constantinople, thus implying a date of 360 or 361 for an event which occurred a 
decade earlier. 


Appendix 8 
PAUL OF CONSTANTINOPLE 


The career of Paul, who was bishop of Constantinople in the first half of the reign of 
Constantius, has often been cliscussed.’ Bur the existing reconstructions of his career do 
not do fell justice to the primary evidence, in particular to the account of Paul’s career 
given by Athanasius in his Histery of the Arians (Hist. Ar. 7.1-6), and most of them base 
imporsant deductions on she assumption that the Council of Serdica met in 342 rather 
than 3432 On the other hand, Athanasius’ account of the career of Paul turns out t@ be 
fer from straightforward when ic is confroned with the excellent informas‘on that 
Secrates supplies. For the ecclesiastical historian knew much about events in 
Consvantinople in the middle of the feurth century. His explicit chronology is as usual 
muddled but he narrates four separate episodes in the career of Paul with a wealth of 
circumstantial detail which allows each of them to be dated quite precisely from internal 
criteria. 
PAUL'S ELECTION AND FIRST DEPOSITION 

Alexander had been bishop of Byzantium and then Ceasantinople for twenty-three 
years. When he died, there were two candidates for the vacant set. Paul, who was a 
priest and cemparatively young, and Macedonius, an elderly deacon, the candidate of 
the Arian party. The election was disputed, and the adherents of Paul ordarned him 
bishep without waiting {as was requited) for theirchoice te be ratified by the bishops of 
adjacent sees. This occurred while Constantius was absent from the city: when the em- 
perer retumed, he summoned a council of bishops which deposed Paul and installed 
Eusebius ofNicomeda as bishop of Censtantinople, and then went to Antiech. 

Thus Soctares (HE 2.647), whose account is rewritten and rhetorically embellished 
by Sezomenus (HE 3.3/4), Socrates puts che election of Paul after the deaths of both 
Easebius of Caesarea in May 339 and the emperor Constantinus, and for the larter he 
coticetly states the consular date of 340 (HE 2.4/5). The date of 340 or later thus im- 
plied for Paul’ election is impossible, since the derails which Socrates supplies show that 
Paul's first tenure of the see of Constant nople must belong to the sumumer and autor. 
0f337.4 
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Three separate arguntents converge. First, Alexander was still alive in fuly 336, when 
the Council of Constantinople admitted Arius to communion and was about to compel 
Alexander to admit him to hischurch when Arius suddenly died (Athanasius, De Morte 
Arif 2.1/2; Letter to the Bishops of Egypt anct Libya 19). On the other hand, Eusebius of 
Nicomedia was already bishop of Constantinople when Eusebius of Caesarea wrote his 
work Against Marcellus afver the death of Constantine, presumably in late 337 or early 
338 (14.20, cf. 2.4.29}. Second, the movements of Constantius fit 337 pecfectly. 
Constantius was in Antioch in the spring of 337 when Constantine fell morvally ills he 
traveled to Constantinople (which he reached shortly after 22 May), spent some timein 
the Balkans, and then returned to Antioch for the winter of 337/83 Third, Athanasius 
was present when Paul was accused prior to his deposition (Hist. Ar. 7.1). Now 
Athanasius wasn Trier on 17 June 337 (Apol. c. Ar. 87.4~7} and entered Alexandria on 
23 November (Index 10), after an audience with Constantius at Viminacium (Apol. ad 
Const. 5.2). Hence, if Alexander was still alive in 336, then Athanasiuscan have been in 
Constantinople to wittess an accusation of Paul only in the late summer or early au- 
tumn of 337. 

Three facts have often been held to prove that Paul hecame bishop before 337, or 
even that he was already bishop in 31/2.’ Firstythe presence of Athanasius when Paul 
was accused (Hist. Ar. 7.1); second, Athanasius’ statement that Paul was exiled by 
Constantine (Hist. Ar: 7.3}; third, Paul's subscripcionto the deposition of Athanasius at 
the Council of Tyre in 335. Bur Athanasius passed through Constantinople as he re- 
tured from exile in 337, and the correct reading in the relevant passage is ‘by 
Constantius,’ not ‘by Constantine.’ As for Paul’s presence at the Couneil of Tyre, the 
explicit evidence says nething whatever about his rank or status in 335: he presumably 
attended as the delegate of Alexander while still a priest and subscribed to the conciliar 
document in this capacity.? After all, Alexander was niety-eight when he died two years 
later (Socrates, HE 2.6.2). 

Paul, therefore, replaced Alexander in the summer of 337 (say c July). Bur attempss 
to remove him began immediately after the contested eleewion, and a council depesed 
him from office in the autumn (say c. September). He was exiled to Pontus (Hist. Ar. 
7.3), whence he returned when the see fl vacant again through the death of his suc- 
cessor 


PAUL'S RETURN IN 341/2 

Eusebius of Nicomedia died late in 341, before he received (or at least before he an- 
swered} the letter which Julius had written in the name of the Council of Rome in the 
sumer of that year (Socrates, HE 2.12.1: the letter is that quoted in Athanasius, Apol. 
és Ax. 21-35). The Christians of Constant’ nople thereupon brought Paul intohischurch, 
while the Arians elecved Macedonius bishop with the help of the leading Arian bishops. 
Riocing ensued. When Constantius in Antioch heard the news, he instructed the general 
Hermogenes to expel Paul. Paul's adherents resisted with force, and when Hermogenes 
persisted in attempting to use soldiers to remove Paul from his church, a mob bucued the 
house where Hermogenes was staying and lynched him. Constantius himself then came 
post-baste from Syria to Constantinople to expel Paul, fined the city by reducing the 
amount of free bread distributed daily from 80,800 0 40,000 modi, and recurned to 
Antioch, leaving Macedonius as bishop. 

So Socrates, giving a consular date of 342 (HE 2.12/3, amplified by Sozemenus, HE 
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3.7). The mission of Hermogenes {styled merely comes) and his lynching in the streets of 
Constantinople are noted in the Historia acephala (1.4). Libanius confirms Constantius? 
hasty visit to Constantinople during the winter (Orat. $9.96/7), while Jerome puts the 
death of Herinogenes in the fifth year of Constantius, which corresponds co 341/2 
(Chronicle 235! Helm), and the so-called Cormularia Constantinopolitana have the en- 
try “tractus Hermogenes” under the consular year 342 (Chr. niin 1.236). Paul, there- 
fore, was expelled from Conseantinople in the early months of 342, He berook himself 
{it seems) ditectly to the western imperial court at Trier (CSEL 65.67.2/3}, where 
Conswns was soon persuaded to champion his cause~andthat of Athanasius.” 


PAUL’S EXPULSION BY PHILIPPUS 

Although the western bishops at Serdica in 343 refraimed from uttering his name, it is 
clear that Paul was among the exiled bishops whom they reinstaved.” Bur Constantius 
was vety slow 10 restare the bishops deposed from eastern sees who were in exile in the 
West, atid Paul made a premature attempt to return to his see, Socrates again gives a 
derailed account (H E2.16, repeated and rewritten by Sozomenus, HE 3.9}, but agen he 
see anauthentc episode in a false context, for aot only does he place it before the Coun- 
cil of Serdica rather than after, but he also inragines that Paul had been restored by Julius 
(Socrates, HE 2.15.3), Again, however, there is no cause to doubt Socrates’ accuracy 
about events in Coristantinople, and he furn'shes details which establish the correct 
date. 

‘While Constantius was in Antioch (Socrates writes), he heard with displeasure that 
Paul had resumed pessession of his see. Accordingly, he wrote to Philippus, the 
peaetorian prefect, ordering him to expel Paul and restore Macedowius. Prilippus, 
aware of the practical dangers which he might face when he enferced the emperor's 
command, kept his inswuctions secret and summoned Paul to him in the baths of 
Zeuxippus as if to do him honor. But when Par! presemed hiraself, Philippus produced 
the emperor's order, locked all the entrances te the baths except one, took Paul quicluy 
to tite imperial palace, bundled him aboard a ship, and sent him to Thessalonica. 

Since ‘the bishop patiently endured the condenniation without trial’ and was allowed 
to travel freely in Ulyricum, bur was expressly forbidden to set foot in the East (Socrates, 
HE 2.16.5/6), Paul was clearly deported from the tezcivory ruled by Constantins and 
sentto Thessalonica because that was the nearest large port in the sectitory ofConstans. 
The date cannot be earlier than July 344, since Havius Domitius Leontius was the 
praetorian prefect of Constantius until at least 6 July 344 (CTH 13.4.3, cf. ILS 1234). In 
fact, the episode probably belongs to the autumn of 344 —and hence constitutes the ear 
liest attestation of Flavius Philippus as praetorian Prefect Paul soon left Thesselont'ca 
and went to Italy (Socrates, HE 2.17.30). Not long thereaftet in the spring of 345, he 
‘was with Athanasios at the court of Constans when the emperor wrete to Constantius 
demanding, that he restore the two exiled bishops forchwith (HE 2.22.5). 


PAUL'S IMPRIS@NMENT ANB BEATH 
Azhanasius describes the circumstances of Paul’s death in some detail (Hist. Ar. 7.3~6). 
‘Afpec his final deposition, Paul was imprisoned at Cucusus in Cappadocia, where he was 
scarved, then suffocased. The instigator of Paul's death, according to Athanastus, was 
the prefect Philippus, whom divine justice ponished wich ignominyous dismissal from 
fice and death before a year had passed. Since Philippus was still the praevorian prefect 
of Conscantins in 351 and weat to Magnemtius as an envoy frem Constantius shordy 
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before the Battle of Mutsa (Zosimus 2.46-$8), his death must have occurred in the late 
summer of 351. Paul, therefore, was purto death in the aurumn of 350. Now Socrates 
(HE 2.26.6, whence Sozomenus, HE 4.2.2} dates Pau!'s exile as well as bis death 10 358, 
making it a consequence of the revolt of Magneatius in that year (HE 2.26.1). More- 
ever, the Historia acephala (1.3) implies, and the Passien ef the Holy Notaries (BHG* 
1028y)" expliciely states, chat the main charge on which Paul was depesed was treason- 
able correspondence with Magnentius. It seems reasonable, therefore, to deduce that 
Paul was deposed in the summer of 350 and killed almost as soon as he reached 
Cucusus."* 

This reconstruction, heweves, has an insecure foundation. There is no reason to 
doubt that Magnentius, who wrote to Athanasius in 350 (Apol. ad Const. 6-12), also 
weove co Paul, and that Consvantius’ officials thereupon ordered Paul's death in exile. 
But would our sources have been capable of distinguishing between Paul's death in 350 
anda slightly earlier deposition and exile? ‘fo do so would requie a degree of precision 
which was probably beyond their abilities. What Athanasius says abeut Paul's ewes 
should be construed to imply that he was depesed and exiled before 350 (Hist. Ar. 7.3). 
Since the passage is nov only contorted but in need of emendation, it requires presenta- 
tion with an apparatus criticus and the readings argued below to be correct: 


rai TO Kev pwdTOV dis Toy Tovrov efwpioGn mapa 


2 Kuvoravrfey, 7 8 Sebrepo napa Kuvordyniey SeBels 
A@iboeo cibypais cis Siyyapa tig Mesonoranias ewpictn, 

4 elra éxeier cis THY “Emcay pemvéxdn, Kai Td 1eTaprov 
eis Kobxovoev tis Kermadexias mepl ra ema tod Tabpay, 

6 2vba wai, dis of cuvivres dnthyyeiav, dmomyeis napabraw 
eredeirnge. 

1 wpa REF ind BKPO 

2 Kuvoravriou Migne, per merum errorem ut videtur 


Kuegravriven mss. et ceceri editores i 
Kuvordynay coniei — Kuvotavtiou mss. ex editeres omnes 


“The fist clause and ins readings should be considered separately from the rest of the 
senvence. The evidence that Paul’s first tenure of the see ef Constantinople belongs after 
the death of Consiantine is strong, and it is impossible re suppose AWvanasius ntisraken 
about the identity of the emperor who exiled him: therefore, the transmitted reference to 
Constantine must be emended intoa reference to Constantius.” The choice between Om6 
(which @pitz prins) and napa is easy: napé with the genitive of the agent represents 
Athanasius’ normal usage," while the former is a corruption which substitutes the more 
common and stylistically more acceptable preposition. 

The second and third clauses are extremely slippery. Paul was indeed exiled from 
Constantinople four t'umes Yet Athanasius cannot refer to either the stcond or the third 
expulsion, since both in 342, afcer the lynching of Hermogenes, and again in 344, after 
his deportasion by Philippus, Paul went west to the territery of Constans—a fect which 
Athanasius has carefully suppressed, & follows that the last three places which 
Athanasius names must all be places to which Paul was sent after his fourth expulsion 
from Constantinople. But why was he sent to Singara in Mesopomamia, thea from thete 
co Emesa before his final banishment to Cucusus? It might seem plausible in iaself to 
claim that he was taken to Singara ‘as a convict sent to do fenced labor in fortifications 
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on the Persian front."” But, if thar were so, why was Paul transferred from Singara to 
Emesa? The obvious and natural explanation is that after his condemnation by a council 
of bishops, Paul was seat to che emperor, who Fappened to be at Singara?? and kept 
with the court as it traveled to Emesa, where the emperor then decided that he should be 
exiled to Cucusus, Hence the emendation preposed here from ‘by Constanu'us,’ which 
in this context would constitute a lame and peintless repetition, to ‘to Constantius’ 
Arhanastus’ use of the genitive and then the accusative of the same proper name with the 
same preposition makes an effective and subrle rhetor:cal contrast: when he uses rope 
followed by an accusatise designating a person with a verb of metion, he is normally 
referring to journeys to the imperial ceurt (Apol. c. Ar. 4.5, 21.1, 32.4, Hist. Ar. 81.5; 
Syn. 13.7). The process oftexcual corruption presumably began with a careless change 
of case from rapa Kuvetéyrioy to wapd Kuworavriou: the first occurrence of 
Constantius’ name was then deliberately altered to restore some rhetorical conwast te a 
passage which had losr its point through the preceding change of case. 

Athanasius may also let lip an allusion to the council which deposed Paul between 
346 and 350 in the two sentences which precede his description of Paul’s exiles (Hist. Ar. 
7.2): 


ral yap @ Karnvoptivas abrob MaxeBinos 6 viv énicxonos dvs” abrod 
yevouevos: wepcrroy tudv Kara Thy KaTnyopiay Kerowmiknney ait sai 
psoBirepos fy in’ abriw Tov TMebAov. Kal Gpws, émerdh Ebvefes éropPadwia 
Qéruy agnéca Tiy Emoxomiy Ths MeeUS (Oirw yap xe én Brpévov eis tiv 
Nocopiferay petAAGey), Erewen H mpddams Kara Hathov, nal ob ténoay Tis 
emBoukis, ANN’ eueway KaPOOvvES. 


When did Macedonius accuse Paul? All scholars who have so far discussed the passage 
in print assume that Athanasius refers to the occasion when Paul was depesed and re- 
placed by Eusebius of Nicemedia, But Athanasius appears rather to say: ‘Macedonius, 
theone whoaccused Fim and who is now the present bishop in kts place, when we were 
present, communicated with him on the occasien of the aocusaton and was a priest un- 
der Paul.” Thatis te say, Macedonius accepted orchinatyon as a priest from Paul (he was 
only adeacon when Alexander died) and supported hisn in 337 when Athanasius was in 
Constantinople. If this is what Athanasius is really saying, then Fe refers to two accusa- 
tions, no: one, and since the first belongs to 337, when Paul was condemned despite 
Maceclenius’ support, the second must be the occasion when Paul was condemned, then 
exiled for the last ime, on a chatge brought by Macedonius, 

Can the date of Paul's final depositien be discovered? The year may in fact be indi- 
reedy attested. The Historia acephala contains an inserted passage relating to the exile 
of Paul (1.26), wich makes the following statements: 


(1)in the consular year 349 Theodorus, Narcissus, and George came to Conseantinopie 
10 urge Paul to enter into commum‘on with them; 

(2)when he repulsed them, they ploted ageinst him in association with Eusebins of 
Nicomedia; 

(3)by means of a charge zelating te his alleged dealings with Constans and Magnentius, 
they expelled him ftom Conswentinople in order to insmall an Arian successor; 

(4)the populace continued support Paul and killed the comes Hermogenes when he 
tried to ejeer Paul’s successor; 
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{5) asa cesuk his enemies were able to exile Paul to Armenia; 
(6) Theodorus and his allies wished to make Eudoxius, the bishop of Gernanicia, the 
new bishop of Constantinople. 


‘The passage as a whole is horribly confused and records in apparent chronological ecder 
events whese stated or implied datesare, respect'vely, (1) 349, (2) 337, (3) 350, (4) 342, 
(5) 349 or 350, and (6) 359/60. But eachirem whichcan be checked has some verifiable 
basis in fact: hence it is legitimate co infer from (1), albeit tentatively, that Theodorus of 
Heraclea, Narcissus of Neronias, and George, who was stil a priest, towk the lead in 
having Paul tried, cendetnned, and deposed by a council of bishops hostile to him in 
349, 

Paul was arrested by Philippus. Two passages of Sosrates provide the proof. In the 
first, Socrates states that ‘those who took him away strangled him at Cucusus’ (HE 
2.26.6), while the second nows that Theodosius brought his body back to 
Constantinople from Ancyra and adds that ‘Philippus the prefect of the emperers had 
sent [Paul] into exile because of Macedonius and caused [him] to be strangled at 
Cucusus in Armenia’ (HE 5.9.1). 


CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF THE CAREER OF PAUL 
If the conclusious argued above are correct, then the eaceer of Paul must be recon- 
structed as follows: 


337 elected bishop of Constantinople c. July, deposed c. September, and exiled to 


Ponmts; 
342 artempts to regain his see, is expelled from Constantinople c. February, and 
goes to Triets 


343 reinstated by the western bishops atthe Council of Serdicas 

344 attempts to cegain his see in the aucumn and is deported to Thessalonica; 

345 at the court of Constans with Athanasius (spring); 

346 allowed to resume possess‘on of his see; 

349 deposed again (spring) and taken to the court of Constantius, then sent to 
Cucusus (late summer or autumn); 

350 killed in prison (autumn). 
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IMPERIAL RESIDENCES 
ANB JOURNEYS, 337-361 


The three sons of Constantine conferred in Pannonia in the lave summer of 337 (Julia, 
Orat. 1, 19a), and it isa reasonable assunsption that all three were together when they 
wete jointly proclaimed Angnsti on 9 September (Chr min. 1.235). An earlier work 
plotted the known and probable movements of these ehvee emperors from their procla- 
mation as Caesars {1 March 317, 8 November 324, and 25 December 333 respectively) 
as far as the autumn #f 337.’ This appendix, which recapitularee, emends, and expands 
a preliminary study of ‘Imperial Chronology, A.D. 337-350,” uses the same format to 
plot their movements between 9 September 337 and thelr deaths, which occurred in 
340, 361, and 350 cespeccively, and it extends the treatment to the Caesar Gallus and 
the emperor Julian down to Becember 361.2 


CONSTANTINUS 
Principal residence 
329-340 Trier 
Attested movements 
337, c Sept. Confers with Constantus Julian, Ovat. 1, 19a, cf. Libanins 
and Constans in Pannoria Orat. 59.75 (suppressing the 
existence of Constantinus) 
2338 German campaign CHL 3.12483 = ILS 724 + add, 
(3, p. clxxii) (Trossmis: 337/340)* 
339, Jan. 8 2At Trier CT} 12.1.27 (roCelsinus, 
procensul of Africa)’ 
340, lave wimter Invades the territory of Jerome, Chronicle 235+; Chr. 
Censcans andis killed near main, 1.236; Epitome 41.21; 
Aquileia Socrates, HE 2.5; Zonaras 13.5¢ 


218 


Imperial Residences and Jeumeys 
C@NSTANTIUS 


Principal residences 
Antioch for the w inteswith senuners on campaign in Mesopomrnia 


337-350 


(Libanius, Oret, 18.206/7) 


351-359 Sianfum and Milan 
360-361 Antioch 
Attested movements 
337, 2July At Viminaciuin 
2AveJSept. Campaign aguinstthe 
Sarmawae 
c. Sept. Confers with Constant'nus 
and Constans in Pannonia 
eps. Returns to Constantinople 
2Nov. Returns to Antioch fer the 
winter 
338, spring At Caesarea in Cappadocia 
Restores Arsaces to the 
throne of Armenia 
Oc. 11 At Anu‘och 
Oct. 28 At €mesa 
Dec. 27 At Antioch 
339, c. Jan, At Antioch 
339 or 340 At Hierapolis 
340, summer _Invades Persian territory 
340, Aug.12 Ar Edessa 
Sept. 9 At Antioch 
341,Jan.6 Attends the ‘Dedication 
Couneil’ at Antioch 
Feb, 12 At Antioch 
341/2 Winters in Antioch 
342, early Visits Constantinople to expel 
the bishop Paul and reruns 
at once to Antioch 
342, March 31- In Antioch 
May 11 
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Athanasius, Apal. ad Const. 
aa 


CIL 3.12483? 


Julian, Orat, 1, 19a,cf.Libanius, 
Orat. 59.75" 


Socrates, HE2.7 


Socrates, HE 2,7, cf. Lihanius, 
Onat. 59,75, 77 


Athanasius, APol. ad Const. 5.2" 


Julian, Orat. 1, 20d~21a, cf. 
Libanius, Orat, 59.76-80" 


CTh 12.1,23 
CTh 12.1,25 
CTh2.6.4 


Athanasius, Ep. enc. 2.15 
Hist, Ar. 10.1 


P. Abinn, 1.8-10? 

Itineraritem Alexandr, px, 1, cf. 4" 
CTh 12.1.366 (the place of issue is 
transmitted as Bessae} 

CTH 6.4516" 

Athanasius, Syn. 25.1 
Philostorgius p.212.19-22 Bidez 
CTh 5.13.12 

Socrates, HE 2.13.5, cf. Jerome, 
Chron cle 2354; Chr. min, 1.236 
Libanius, @rat. 5994-97; 
Socrates, HE 2.13.7, cf. Jerome, 
Chronicle 235'; Chr. min. 1.236 


CTb 3.12.1; 12.1,33/4 (April 5, 8); 
11.36.6 


343,Feb. 18 
June SJuly 4 


summer! 
autuina 


Oct/Nov. 
344, April 


3344, summer 


345 


summer 
346, March 21 


Sept, 


347,March8 
2347, sprmg 


May 11 
2348, summer 


349, April 1 
349, summer 
Qee.3 

350, spring 
350, summer 


autumn 


Dec. 25 
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As Antioch 
In Hierapolis 


‘Wins a victory over the 
Persians 


?Visits Constanwinople® 
At Antioch 


Defeats the Persians near 
Singera 


At Nisibis. 


At Edessa 
At Antioch 
At Antioch 


At Arcyra 


‘Themistius delivers his first 
imperial panegyric before 
Constantius at Ancyra 

2Ac Hitcapolis 

Engages the Persians in hattle 
near Singara® 

At Antioch 

At Singara, then Emesa 

2At Constantinople 

At Edessa 

Yn Antioch while Shapur 
besieges Nisibis 

2Visits Nusibis after the siege 


Sets out westward from. 
Antioch 


Travels via Heraclea to Serdica 
Engineers the abdication 
of Verranio at Naissus 
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CTH 9.21.5 
CT} 8.1.15 (319 mss.}; 12.1.35 
Qune 27}; 15.8.1" 


Athanasius, Hist. Ar. 16.2, cf. 
Festus, Brev. 27°” 


‘Theodoretus, HE 2.8.56, 99-10, 
cf, Athanasius, Hist. Ar. 20.5 
Julian, Orat, 1,26a; Libantus, 
Orat. 59.88, 99-120; Jerome, 
Chronicle 236"; Chr. min. 1.236 
(both giving the date as 348), cf. 
Festus, Brev. 27? 

5, cf. Ephraem, 

lisibena 13.4-6, 14/5 
Athanasius, Apol. c. Ar. 51.6 
CTb 10.14.15 (315 mss.) 
Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 5.25 
Hist. Ar. 44.5, Hist. ac. 1.2; Index 
17; Jerome, Chronticie 236° 

CTb 1.36.8 


Themistius,Orat. 2 


CTh 5.6.17 
Festus, Brev. 27 


CTh 12.1.39 

Athanasivg, Hist. ar. 7.3 

CTh 12.2.1 + 15.1.6% 
Philestorgius, HE 3.22 
Theodoretus, HE 2.30.1, 9/10, 

Bie Gd 

Zonaras 13.7 (p. 1954-7 Dinderf) 
Philostorgius, p. 215.22-24 Bide 


Zonaras 13.7 (pp. 195.19-196.2 
Dinderf) 

Jerome, Chronicle 238¢ (place and 
year); Chr. min. 1.238 (day: year 
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wrongly given as 351); Zosimus 


2443/4" 
351,March 15 Proclaims Gallus Caesar at Chr. tin, 1.238 
Siemium 
351,summer In Sirmium before and SulpiciusSeverus, Chron. 2.38.5~ 
and autumn during the eampaign against Socrates, HE 2.28.23; Zosimus 
Magnentius 2.45.3,48,39 
20ct. Present at the Council of Socrates, HE 2.28.23, 29.1 
Sirmium which deposed 
Phetinus 
352, Feb.26 At Sirmium €] 6.22.5 
May 12 At Sirmium Th 3.5.15 (319 mnss.) 
summer 2Campaign against the 
Sarmamae®* 
Sept. Encers Italy Chr. min, 1.67 (Naeratius Cerealis 
becomes praef ectes urbi on Sept. 
2” 
Nov. 3 At Mifan CTh 15.145 
353, spring- In Milan Hist. ac. 1.7, cf. Index 25; CTb 
summer 11.1.6 + 12.1.42 (May 22: year 
emended From 354)" 16.8.75 (July 
3: 357 mss.) 
Sept. 6 At Logdunum CTh 9.38.25 (354 mass.) 
353,¢.Oct— Winters in Arles Ammianus 14.5.4 CTh 8.7.25 
354, spring (Nov. 3: 326 mss); Ammianus 
14,18,12 
354, spring At Valentia Ammianus 14.10.1/2 
Crosses the Rhine at Ammianus14.10.6 
Rauracum 
354,antumn— Winters in Milan Anuntanus 14.10.16; CTH 1.34.2 
355, spring (Jan. 1); C) 6.22.6 (Feb. 18 
355,¢.June —-_Conducss expedition into Amunianus 15.4.1 
Raetia 
Goes to winter quarters in Anumianus 15.4.13,cf. Sulpicrins 
Milan Severus, Chron. 2.39.3, 8 (Council 
of Milan) 
355, Joly 6 In Milan CTW 14.3.2; Ch 12.1.43 (July 
356, July 5 17); 1.5.5 Quly 18); 6.29.1 uly 


22); 2.1.2 (July 25}; 12.12.1 (Avg. 
); 9.34.6 (Oct. 31) 16.10.6 (356, 
Feb. 19}; 9.42.2 (March 8); 


35S, Nov. 6 


Dec 1 


356,summer 
autumn 


July 25 
Sept. 2 
356, Nov. 10— 


357, March 19 


357, April 28 
April 28— 
May 29 


June 7 or 10 
July 5 
Joly 21 


357, Oct.— 
358, March 3 
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Procl ‘uns Julian Caesar at 
Milan 


EscerwJul’an out of the city, 
then returns to Milan 


Campaign against the 
Alaanni on the Upper Rhine 
‘At Messadensis. 

At Dinumua 

Tn Milan 


Enters Rome 
Tn Rome 


At Helvillum 
At Atiminum: 
At Ravenna 


Passes through Tridentum 
on his way co rhe Danube 
Visits Pannonia and Moesia 


‘Winters in Siemium 


222 


11.16.85 {April 1: 357 mss 
11.16.7 (Aptil 2); 6.4.8-10 (April 
11); 6.29.25 {April 17: 357 mss.); 
13.10.38 {April 29: 357 mss.); 
9.17.48 = Cj 9.19.48 (June 13: 357 
mss.); CTh 8.5.85 (June 24: 357 
mss.}; 1.2.7 (July S) 

Ammianus 15.8.17; Chr. min. 
1.238; CIL T%, p. 277; Soceawes, 
HE 234.5 


Ammianus 15.8.18 


Anmnianus16,12.15/6 


CTh 11.30.25% (355 mss.) 
CTb 1.7.85 (355 mass." 


(Dec. 27: yeac implied re be 357); 
1212.2 (Jan. 15); 9.17.4 (Jan, 15: 
‘id.tun.’ mss,);¥ 9.16.4 (Jan. 25); 
15.1.15 (Feb. 2: 320 mss.); 
10.20.25 {358 mss.) 

Chr, mia 1.239 


Asonianus 16.10.20 (length of 
stay); CTH 8.1.5 (May 6); 10.1.2° 
(May 17: 319 mss) 

Ci 1.5.6 + 7™ 

CTh 9.16.6° (358 mss.) 

CTb 12.1.40° (353 mss.) 
Amunianus 16.10.20 


Zosimus 3.2.2;Julian, Ep. ad Ath. 
279 

Apunianus 16.10.21; 17.12.1; 
CTb 8.5.10 (@ct. 27: transmiveed 
year either 357 or 358);2" 1.15.35 
(Dec, 3: 353 niss.)y* 7.4.3, 
11.30.27 (Dec, 18); 2.21.25 (Bec. 
18: 360 mss.);9.42.4 (357, Jan. 4}5 
CJ 3.26.8 


358, Aprif 


June 21-23 
June 27 


358, c, Oot 
359, ¢. March 


359, spring 


359, May 22 
May28 
June 18 


? 


359, autumn 


359, Dec 
360, March 


360, ?March 


360, 
after Sept. 21 


Imperial Residences and Journeys 


Invades the setritory of the 
Sarmatae Limigantes 


Ammianus 17.12.4-6 


Returns in triumph to Sirmium Anunianus 17.13.33 


In Siriun 


At Mursa 
‘Winters in Sirmium 


Begins a campaign against 
the Sarmatae 
In the province of Valeria 


Defeats the Limigantes near 
Acimincum 


Returns to Sirmium 
At Sirm'um 


Ac Siemium 
At Singidunum 
2Ac Adrianople 


Gees to Conswanttinople and 
winters there 


In Constantinople 


Ar Caesarea in Cappadocia 
when he receives news that 
Julian has been proclaimed 
‘Augustus 

Travels via Melitene, 
Lacotena, and Samosata to 
Edessa 

Leaves Edessa 
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CTb 12.1.4 + 45 (June 21); 
8.13.4, 11.36.13 Qune 23) 

CTb 12.1.46 

Ammianus 18.4.1; 19.11.1; Clb 
2.21.1 (Dee. 19) 

Ammianus 19.11.2 


Ammianus 19.11.4 
Ammianus 19.11.5~16 


Ammianus 19.11.17 

CTb 6.4.14 + 15; Athonasivs, Syn. 
8.3; Socrates, HE 2.37.18 

CT 174 

CTh 11.30.28 

Athanasius, Syn. 55.2/3 (implying 
intent to visit) 

Ammvanus 19.11.17; 20.8.15 
Socrates, HE 2.41.1; Sezomenus, 
HE 4.233, cf. Chr. min, 1,239 
(implying Constant'us’ presence in 
the city before Bec. 11) 
Sweomenus, HE 4.23.4~7 (late 
Dec.—Jan. 1); Hilary, Ad Const, 
2.2 (CSEL 65.198.9/10, cf. 
Jerome, De wit. ill. 100; CTh 
4.13.45 11.36.108Qan. 18:356 
and, 354 snss.}°” 11.24.1 (Feb. 4); 
14.1.15 (Feb. 24: 357 mss.); 7.4.5 
(March 14: 359 mss.) 

Aramianus 20.9.1 


Amamianus 20.11.4° 


Ammianus 20.114 


Visive Amida 
Resieges Bezabde 
Dec 17 At Hierapolis 
360, late Dec— Winters in Antioch 
361, ©. Mat 
361, May 3 ‘At Gephyra 
May 29 At Doliche 
Crosses the Euphrares at 
Capersana, goes te Edessa, 
and later returns to Hierapolis 
(or possibly Nicopolis) 
autumn Returns briefly to Antioch 
@ct. At Hippocephalus 
Falls ill at Tarsus 
Nov. 3 Dies at Mopsuccenae in 
Gilicia 
C@NSTANS 
Principat residences 
337-340 2Naissus (Zonaras 13.5) 
340-350 ‘Trier, Milan, and Sitmium** 
Attested movements 
337, ¢.Sep. Confers with Constantnus 
and Constantius in Pannonia 
Dec. 6 Ar Thessalonica 
probably 338 Campaign against the 
Sarmame 
338,June 12 At Viminacium 
July 27 At Sirmium 
2339, April S Ar Savaria 
340, Jan. 19- Art Naissus 
Feb. 2 
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In Dacia when he hears 
of Consvantr nus’ invasion 
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Ammianus 20.11.4/5 

Amumianus 20.11,6-31 

CU 7.4.65 (May 17 mss.) 
Amunianus 20.11.32; CTb 16.2.16 
(Feb. 14); Socrates, HE 2.45.10 
CTb 1.6.1,28.1; 6.412, 13; 7.8.15 
11.1.7, 15.1,23.15 12.1.48; 
13.1.3; 15.1.7 (all extract from 
the same law) 

CTh 7.4.48 (358 nse place of 
issue transmuted as Doridae} 
Amaianus21.7.7,13.8 


Ammianus 21.15.12 
Ammanus21.15.2 
Ammianus 21.15.2 


Jerome, Chronicle 242; 
‘Anunianus 21.15.3 (date emended 
from @ct. 5}; Chr. min, 1.240; 
Socrares, HE 2.47.45 3.1.1 


Julian, Orat. 1, 19a, cf. Libanius, 
Ovag. 59.75 


CTh 11.1.4; 11.7,75(353 mss,)'5 
CIL3.12483% 


CT 10.10.4 

Th 15.1.5; Cf 10.48.7 
CTh 10.10.6°(342 mss.) 
CTH 12.1.29; 10.105 


Zonaras 13.5 


April 9 
June 25 
2340 


341,June 24 
lave 341 


342 


summer 
autumn 


Dec. 4 
343, Jan. 25 


343, spring 


June 30 
summer 


344, autumn 
345, early 


April 7 


May 15 


June 9 or 
July 11 


autumn, 


2346, March 5 
346,May 23 
348, June 17 
349, May 27 


350, shortly 
after Jan. 18 
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of bis tertitery 
At Aguilera 
Av Milan 
2Visits Rome 


At Lauriacum 


‘Campaign against the Franci 
in Gaul 


Victory over the Franci and 
treaty with them 


In Trier 


Interviews Athanasius in 
Milan 


Ar Milan 
At Bononia 
Crosses to Britain in winter 


Soon returns from Britain to 
Gaul 


At Trice 
Interviews Athanasius in Trier 


In Pannonia 


Receives an embassy from 
‘Constanv‘us at Poetovio 


‘Ar Aquilesa at Easter, where 
he interviews Athanasius 


At Trier 
At Cologne 


Interviews Athanasius in Trier 


At Sirmium 

At Caesena 

At Milan 

At Sirmium 

Killed at Helena in Gaul 


235: 


CT#s 2.6.5; 10.15.3 
CTh 917.1 


Passio Artemtii 9 = Philosvergrus, 
E3187 


CTH 8.2.1 2 12.1.31 


Jerome, Chronicle 235%; Chr. rtine. 
1.236 


Libanius, @rat. 59.127-136; 
Jerome, Chronicle 235°; Chr. min. 
1.236; Socrawes, HE 2.13.4 


Socrates, HE 2.18 
Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 4.3, 


CTh 9.7.3 
CT h 1.16.5, cf. C] 3.26.6 


Fitmicus Maternus, Be err: prof. 
rel, 28.6; Libamius, Orat. $9.137- 
140; Ammianus 20.1.1 


Libanius, Orat. 59.139, 141 


CTb 12.1.36 


Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 4.4, 
cf, 3.7 


Libanius, @rat. 59.133 
Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 3.3 


Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 15.4, 
cf. 3.75 Index 178 


CTb 10.10.7 
CTh 3.5.7 


Athanasius, Apol. ad Comtst. 4.5, 
of, 3.7 


CTh 10.10.85 (353 mss.) 
CT 12.1.38° 

CTh 1014.2 

CT 7.1.2 +8.7.38 


Eutropius, Brev. 10.9.4. Jerome, 
Chronicle 237°; Clr. min. 1.237; 
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GALLUS 
Principal residence 
351-354 Antioch (Chr. min, 1.238) 
Attested moventents 
351, March 15 Preclaimmed Caesar at 
Sieminm 
May7 Reaches Antioch 
2Campaign in Mesopotamia 
352, summer Suppresses a Jewish rebellion 
in Galilee 
353, late summer At Antioch 
354, spring 


354,c. March Visits Hierapelis. 
April~Aug. Ac Antioch 
c.Sept.1 Leaves Antioch 
Sept, 14-30 ?At Nicamedia 


Stripped of his imperial rank 
at Poetovie 
Oct. Tried and executed near Pola 
JULIAN 
Principal residences 


355/6, winver Vienne 
356/7, winter Sens 
358,Jan—360 Paris 
360/1, winter Vienne 


Attested movements™ 
355, Now. 6 Proclaimed Caesar at Milan 


Nev.6-30 At Milan 


Dec. 1 Leaves Milan 
Travels via Turin to Vienne 
355, Bec- At Vienne 
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Epitome 41.23; Zosimus 2.42.5 


Chr. min. 1.238 (day); Passio 
Artemsi 12 Philostorgius, HE 
3.26" 


Socrates, HE 2.28,225* 
Philostorgius, HE 3.28 
Jerome, Chronicle 238% 


Aromianus 14.1.4-9, 7.1-45 


Ammianns 14.7.5 
Ammen'anus 14,.7.9-17 
Annmn/anus 14.11.12 


P. Lawsr, 169 (consular dave of 354 
restored)” 


Ammianus 14.11.19/20 


Amumianus 14.41.20-23 


Ammianus 15.8.73 CHL ¥, p. 277; 
hy. mint. 1.238; Socraves, HE 
2.34.5 


Annnianus 15.818 
Ainmianus 15.8.18 
Ammianus 15.8.18-21 
Amsnianus 16.1.1,2.1 


356, spring 
356, April/May 


356,Jucie 24 


356, ¢. Aug. 


356/7 
357, spring 


357, Dec— 
358, Jan, 


358, Jan-July 
Joly-aueunn 


359, Jan. 2 


360, Jan. 1 
?Feb. 


summer 


autamn 


Imperia] Residences and Journeys 


2Present atthe Council of 
Baeterrae 

Reaches Autun 

Passes through Auxerre 


Advances via Troyes, 
Rheims, Decem Pagi, 
Bretomagus 
Recaptures Colegne 


Visite Trier 
Wimers at Sens 
Goes to Rheims 
‘Marches toward Steasbourg 


and wins a victory ever the 
Alantanni 


Returns to Tres Tabernae 
Gees re Mainz 
Conducts raid across the Rhine 


For 54 days besieges 
barbarians who had fortified 
a tewn on the Meuse 


‘Winters in Paris 


‘Campaigns against the Salian 
Franci in Toxandria 


In winter-quarters at Paris 
Strengthens the Rhine frontier 
from Castra Herculis to Bingen 
Crosses the Rhine from Mainz 
and conducts a raid into 
German territory 

In winter-quarters at Paris 
Proclaimed Augustus at Paris 


Crosses the Rhine at 
‘Trioes' wa and artacks the 
Franci Attwatii 

Marches up theleft bank of 
the Rhine to Rauracum, then 
via Besangon te Vienne 
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Hilary, Ad Const, 2 (CSEL 
65.198,5-15)* 


Ammianus 16.2.2 
Ammianus 16.2.5 
Ammianus 16.2.6-8 


Ammianus 16.3.1/2, cf, Jutian, Ep. 
ad Ath, 2796 


Ammi/anus 16.3.3 
Ammianus 16.3.3, 7.1, 11.1% 
Amumianus 16.1.1 
Ammianus 16.11,8-12.67# 


Ammianus 17.1.1 
Ammianus 17.1.2 
Anmvianus 17.1.2/3 
Aminianus 17.2.2/3 


Ammianus 17.2.4, 8.1 
Ammianus 17.8.3~10.10 


Ammianus 18.1.1 
Ammianus 18.2.4 


Ammianus 18.2.7-19 


Ammianus 20.1.1 


Julian, Ep. ad Ath, 283a~285a; 
‘Ammianus 20.4.4-22; Zosimus 
39.1-3° 


Ammianus 20.10.12 


Amm'ianus 20.10.3 
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360, Nov. 6- Winters at Vienne ‘Amunianus 20,10,3; 21.1 (Nov. 6); 
361, c. March 21.2.5 (Jan. 6), 3.1 
361, spring Attacks Germans, crosses. Anuniants 21.3.3-4.8, 8.1 
the Rhine, and goes to 
Ravracum 


Leaves Rauracum, advances Ammianus 21,8,1-10,2 
up the Rhine, then down the 


Danube 
mid-July via Sitmn'um as far as the Pass 
of Succi 
Returns to Naissus. Ammnianus 21,10.5 
At Naissus Ammianus 21.12,1; Zosimus 


3.11.2 

After receiving news of the Ammianus 21.12.3; 22.2 

death of Constantius, leaves 

Naissus and travels via 

Philfppopolis and Heracleaf 

Perinchus to Constantmople 

Dec. 12 Enters Constantinople Aramtianus 22.2.4; Chr, min. 

1.240; Socrates, HE 3,1,2 


Appendix 10 
CREEDS AND COUNCILS, 
337-361 


Socrates spoke of a labyrinth of creeds in the reign of Constanuius (HE 2.41.17}, and 
J.N. D. Kelly entitled the relevant chapter of his study of early Christian creeds ‘The Age 
of Synodal Creeds. "The list below states the date and place of the councils at which the 
surviving creeds were promulgated. Each entry states or discusses the following: 


(1)the number of the document in A. Habn and G. L. Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole 
uid Gleubensregetn der alten Kirche! (Breslau, 1897), 183-209, fellowed by its 
number in M. Gerard, Clavis Patrui Graecorum 4 {Tarnhout, 1980); 

(2}the source or best edition of the text which is printed by the Hahnss 

(3) where relevant, the conventional name or designan’en of the creed; 

(4) the nature of the document and the date and place of the council at which it was pro- 
mulgated or adopted. 


Hahn and Hahn 153 (CPG 8556) 

Athanasius, Syn. 22.3-7, whence Socrates, HE 2.10.4-8 

The ‘first creed’ of the ‘Dedicawon Council’ (Antioch, January 341): not in fact a formal 
creed at all, but a quotation from the letter which the council sent to Julius, bishop of 
Rome? 


Hahn and Hahn 154 (CPG 8557) 

Athanasius, Syv, 23.210, whence Socrates, HE 2.10.10-18 (Latin version in Hilary, 
Syn, 31-33) 

‘The ‘secend creed’ of the ‘Dedicawon Council 
the council’s synodical letter to eastern bishops. 


cxedal statement which formed part of 


Hahn and Hahn 155 (CPG 8558) 

Athanasius, Syn. 24.2-5 

The ‘third creed’ of the ‘Dedicawon Council’ Athanasius states specifically that 
Theophtonius, the bishop of Tyana, ‘put forward this creed in the presence of all, to 
which all also subscribed, teceiving the fellow’s creed’ (Syn. 24.1). It scems unlikely that 
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the council inself in any sense adopted Theophronius’ creed: it merely accepted it as 
proof of his personal exthodoxy! 


Hahn and Hahn 156 (CPG 8559) 

Athanasius, Syn. 252-5, whence Socrates, HE 2.18.3-6 

Conventienally, but misleadingly, styled the ‘fourth creed’ of the ‘Dedication Council,” 
this creed wasadoppted by a different and later Council of Antioch in the summer of 342. 


Hahn and Hahn 157 (CPG 8561) 

Theodoretus, HE 2.8.39-52 

The so-called homeeusian creed of Serdica, which is omiteed from the version of the 
synodicallercet of the westem bishops at Serdica quoved by Athanasius (Apol. c, Ar. 44~ 
48) and Hilary {CSEL 65.103-128), but included in the Latin rerroversion of the lerter 
in Cod. Ver. LX (58), fols. 81°88" (E@MIA 1645-653). 


Habn and Habn 158 (CPG 8573) 

CSEL 65.69-73* 

‘The creed which the eastern bishops at Serdica in late 343 appended to the synodical 
letter they wrere before their departure (CSEL 65.48-67). 


Hahn and Hahn 159 (CPG 8575) 
Athanasius, Syzt. 26.1-X, whence Socrates, HE 2.30.5-30 


The ‘ong creed,” or ‘ecthesis mawresh'chos, adopted by the so-called third Council of 
Antiech in 344. 


Hahn and Hahn 160 (CPG 8577) 

Athanasius, Syn. 272-3, whence Socrates, HE 2.30.5~30 {Latin version in Hilary, Sym. 
37) 

‘The creed, with anathemas, of the Council of Sirmium in 351 


Hahn and Habn 161 (CPG 8578) 
Hilary, Syn. 11 (Greek veision in Athanasius, Syn. 28.212, whence Socrates, HE 
2,30.31-41) 


The theoiogical manifesto drawn up at Sirmium in 357 and denounced by Hilary as ‘the 
blasphemy of Sicmitm.” 


Hahn and Hahn 162 {CPG 8579) 

Epiphanius, Pan. 73.10.)=11.10 

‘The anathemas from the letter written to the bishops of Phoenice and elsewhere by a 
council which met at Ancyra shortly before Easter 358. 


Hahn and Habn 163 (CPG 8581) 

Athanasius, Sy. 847, whence Socrates, HE 2.37.19-24 

A creed drawn up by a swpall gathering of bishops in the presence of Constantius at 
Sirmium on 22 May 359, often styled the ‘dated creed.’ 


Hahn and Habn 164 (CPG 8588) 

Theodorenus, HE 2.21.3~7¢ 

The creed signed by a delegation of western bisheps from the Council of Ariatinum at 
Nike in Thrace on 10 @ctober 359. 
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‘Creeds and Councils 


Hahn and Hahn 165 {CPG 8589) 
Athanasius,Syn. 29.29, (There is a fuller text with minor variants in Epiphanius, Par. 
73,25, and Socrates, HE 2.40.8-17,} 

A statement including a creed which Acacius presented te the Council of Seleucia on 28 
September 359. 


Hahn and Habn 166 

Jerome, Dialogues certra Luciferianas 17 (PL 23.179) 

Jerome makes his orthodox protagonist quote an infidelitas written in the name of unity 
in the consular year 359: this is a deliberately selective quovation in a literaty werk; net 
a document quoted entire in the manner of Hilary #r Athanasius.” Since the quetatien 
contains the assertion that the Son is similem genitori suo pate! secundum scripts 
Jerome presumably refers 0 the version of the creed adopted at Nike on 10 @ccober 
359. 


Hahn and Hahn 167 (CPG 8591) 

Athanasius, Syn. 30.2~10, whence Socrates, HE 2.41.8-16 

‘The ‘homoean creed” proclaimed as the official creed of the Roman Empire by the 
Council of Constantinople in January 360. 


The Councils of Sinnium already caused trouble tothe ecclesiastical historians ef the 
fifth century, who sometimes confused them most horribly: Socrates, for example, at- 
tributes the ‘blasphemyof Sirmitum,’ which belongs to 357 (Hahn and Halwy 161), tothe 
council of 351 (HE 2.30.3, 31-42). Three Councils ofSirmium are in fact extremely 
problematical in different ways: one probably needs to be eliminated from the historieal 
record altogether, while two others were small or informaal gatherings rather than prop- 
erly convened councils of bishops. 

First, the ‘first Council of Siemiium’ in 347 or 348. ‘The auly evidence for this council 
is a narrative fragment deriving from Hilary of Poitiers which notes the reconciliation of 
Ursacius and Valens with the western bishops as a result of their petition to Julius in 347 
{CSEL 65.145), then continues: 


verum inter haec Sirmium convenitur. Fotnus haereticus deprehensws, olim reus 
pronuntiatus et a communione jam pridem unicatis abscisus, ne eum quidem pec 
facuonem populi poruit ammoveri. * * * {CSEL 65.146.5-8)° 


The date and place of three condemnations of Photimus are well anested—those at 
Antioch in 344, at Milan in early 345, and at Sirm'um in 351.” Pborinus was also cen- 
demned in 347, by a council which met in Rome (CSEL 65.142.17-25). The alleged 
Council of Sirmium in 347 or 348 is problematical o» general historical grounds: at that 
dare, when Constans was still alive and hence ruler of Pannomia, a council held at 
Siemjum cannot bea council of eastern bishops (as has often been assumed),!! and it is 
hard to see why western bishops determined to depose Photinus would gather in 
‘Sirmium iwelé, where he had strong local support. It seems safest, therefore, to assume 
that Hilary in Sect tefers to the Council of Sinnium in 351—and perhaps te posit a la- 
cuna before the passage quoted as well as after, se that inter haze need not refer back to 
events of the mid-340s, 

Secend, the so-called third Council of Sirmium in 357. Ir has often been assumed that 
this was a large council attended by the emperer which promulgated a creed to which 
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bishops were expected to subscribe"? But the ‘blasphemy,’ according to Hilary, was 
written by Ossius and Potanuius, and the text as he queves ir staves that it was dtawn up 
in the presence of the bishops Ursacius, Valens, and Germ’ saus-~and no others (Syn. 3, 
11 [PL 10.482/3, 487]). Although Athanasius sneecs that the ‘blasphemy* was written 
by the same men who had drawn up the ereed of 351 (Syv. 28.1), his manuscripts and 
Socrates must be in etror when they add the words ‘and the rest” after the names of 
Valens, Ursacius, and Germinius (Sy. 28.2; HE 2.30.31), Socraves, dutifully foliowed in 
etror by Sezomenus (HE 4.6,11/2, 12.6/7},confuses the Council ofSirmu'um in 351 with 
the small gathering of 357. 

It is possible that other bishops were in Surmium at the time and that they censtitured 
themselves as a small council, butthe reaction which the ‘blasphemy’ prevoked mak 
clear that few (if any) bishops from Asia Minor or the East were present, Moreover, itis 
hard to see either why most western bishops would wish to atrend or what the adver- 
tised agenda can have been. Neither Hilary nor the bishops who met at Ancyra in the 
spring of 358 refer to the gathering at Sirmium in 357 as a council. On the contrary, 
when the bishops at Ancyra speak of ‘the Ceuncil at Sicunum’ (Epiphanius, Pas, 
73.2.10), they mean theosuncil of 351: their reference would beambiguous if the meet- 
ing ef 357 had been another formally censtiruted ‘Council of Sirmium,’ Furthermore, 
the ‘blasphemy’ itself ‘does not confoun to any of the usual creed patterns.” It was not 
a creed at all in the usual sense, but a theological manifesto or ‘position paper.” 

‘Third, the fourth Council of Sirmium’ in 358, which is sometimes alleged to have 
rencwed earlier semi-Arian creeds including that of the ‘Dedicatron Council’ of 341 ar 
to have adopeed a mederate creed.’ Only nwo items ofexplicit evidence have ever been 
adduced, A lewer of George of Laodicea written in the summer of 359 states that in the 
preceding year bishops went from che East to Sitmium and refuted the evil of the ‘bias- 
phemy’ of 357 (Epiphanius, Pars. 73.14.8). According to the tradiu‘onal view, George 
refers to ‘the council of the homoiousians at Sirmium in 358? described by Sozomenus 
(HE 4.15).¥ In this passage, however, Sozomenus seems to be describing not a fermal 
council, but rather the political activities of a small number of eastern bishops at court 
the names Basil, Eustathius, and Eleusis). Moreover, the factthat he connecys these ac- 
tivites (HE 4.15.2/3) closely with the presence atcourtof Liberius, who had recently, he 
alleges, been summoned from Beroea (15.1) and who was subsequently allowed to re- 
turn to Rome (15.4-6), suggests that he is indulging in imaginative reconstruction rather 
than drawing on documents which he found in Sabinus of Heraclea.* For there can be 
little doubt that Liberius retumed to Romein the summer of 357—a full year before the 
events Sozomenus is describimmg.”” 


In sum, the only forma} and well-attested Council of Sirmium during the reign of 
Constantius is the comil of 351 which condemned Athanasius, Marcellus, and 
Phet'uus and promulgated the creed (Han and Hahn 160) which was subsequenty 
presented to the Councils of Arles and Milan* 
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Appendix 11 
EDITIONS OF THE 
HISTORIA ACEPHALA 


A. Martin, Sources chréti'ennes 317 (1985), 305/6, gives a cencordance of the divisiens 
of the text of the Historia acephala in all editions including her own. For the conve- 
nience of readers of this book, tabulated below is a concordance of the reference-syseemns 
of the most widely accessible and quoted modern editions: 


(IA. Martin, Sources chrétiennes 317 (1985), 138-168; 

(2)P, Batiffol, ‘Historia acephala Arinorum, édition diplomatique Paprés le ms. 
Veronensis LX,” Mélanges de littérature et d'histoire religieuses offerts & l'occasion 
du jubilé episcopal de Mey. de Cabriéres, évéque de Montpellier 1 (Patis, 1899), 100- 
108; H. Fromen, Athanasti historia acephala (Diss. Minster, 1914), 69-85 (the sec- 
tion divisions in Robertson, Select Writings [1892}, 496-499, correspond with 
Batiflel's except for the omission of a separate 13bis); 

(3)H-G, Opie, EOMIA 1.2.4 (1939), 663-671, 


MARTIN: BATIFFOL OPITZ 

1.1-6 1-2 1-2 

17-8 3 a 

19 4 4 

110-21 5 s 

2.2-4 6 6, lines 1-28 

25-7 7 6, line 28-section 7 (end) 
2.8-10 8 8 

31 9 9, tines 1-6 

32-4 10 9, line 7-section 10 (end) 
35-6 11 11 

41-2 12 12, lines 1-14 

434 B 12, lines 14-32 
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MARTIN BATIFFOL opiTz 

45-6 1Bbis 13-14 

47 14 1s 

S-3 1S 16 

S4-7 16 17-18, line 2 
5.8-10 7 18, lines 2-28 
$.M1-13 18 19 

$14 19 20 
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NOTES 


1 INTRODUCTION 

. Decline and Fall, chap. 21: the character sketch paraphrased here can be found in 
the edition by J. B. Bury (London, 1909), 2.383-385. 

. S. Maffei, Osservazioni letterarie che possono servir di comtinuazione al Giornal 
de’ letterati d'Italia 3 (Verona, 1738),60-83. Gibbon nrakes no reference either to 
J.D. Mansi's discussion of the new evidence in a dissertation on the chronology of 
Athanasius’ career included in his Sacrorum Coneil orum nous et amplissima 
Collectio 3 (Florence, 1759), 87-124. 

. A. J. A Symons, The Quest for Corvo: An Experiment in Biography (London, 
1934), H. Trevor-Roper, A Hidden Life: The Enigma of Sir Edmund Backhouse 
(London, 1976), published in the United States and in a second, revised English 
edition under the tide Hermit of Peking: The Hidden Life of Sir Ednnnd 
Backhouse (London, 1979). Fergus Millar suggests a comparison also with B. 
Wasserstein, The Secret Lives of Trebitsch Lincoln (New Haven and London, 
1988)—who invokes the same ewo models (7). 

|. ‘Zur Geschichte des Athanasius," Nachrichten der kéniglichen Geselischoft der 

Wissenschaften ws Gottingen, Philologisch-historische Klasse 1904.333-401, 

1905.164-187, 257-299; 1908.354~359, 365-374; 1911.367~426, 469-522, For 

ninteenth- and twentieth-sentury opinions of Athanasius, see the recent survey by 

D. W-H, Arnold, The Early Episcopal Career of Athanasius of Alexandria (Nowe 

Dame/London, 1991), 14-23. 

For example, Schwartz makes a serious and easily avoidable mistake over the 

meaning of a Syriac word while excoriating an earlier scholar for his ignorance of 

the language (Ges. Schr. 3 [1959]. 2 n. 2, 9/10, 257 n. 2, cf. J7S, N.S. 37 [1986), 

$88/9), 

5. Schwartz, Ges. Sarr 3 (1959), 1,72, cf. 101 n. 1. Even more sevealing isSchwart2’s 
analysis of the Festal Letters as ‘a conglomerate of homiletic trivialises and whole- 
sale biblical quotations’ delivered in a tone of unsur passable arrogance: ‘predigt der 
Hierarch der konstanwnischen Reichskirche von oben herab wie aus der Wolke; 
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13, 


14, 


1S. 


NOTES TO PAGE 3 


unter den schweren Falten der Patriarchenmantels zeichnet sich keine menschliche 
Gestalt ab’ (188/9). 


7. Schwartz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 181-195 (originally published in 1908 and 1911); 


Kaiser Constantin und die christliche Kirche? (Leipzig, 1936), 126-160. 


. On the imporcance of Opita’s werk, sce the brief but perceptive appreciation by W. 


Schneemelcher, ‘Die Episnrla encyclien des Athanasius," Aufsitze (1974), 290-337, 
a 293-295; on his deficiencies as an editor, the harsh, but not entirely unjustified, 
assessment by E Scheidweiler, ‘Zur neuen Attsgebedes Athanasius,” BZ 47 (1954), 
73-94, 


1. Klein, Constantius (1977), xdit-sa'v. The first part of the book is devoted to disprov- 


ing the allegetions that Constantius was ‘Arian’ (16~67), polit’cally dependent, and 
vacillating in religious matrers (68-105) er despotic (105-156). Unfortunately, 
Klein’s use ef the term ‘Arianism’ blurs the vital distinctien between homoeans and 
anomoeans {Chapters XV, XVI). 


|. Robertson, Select Writings (1892), xi-xci. 
. N,H, Baynes, ‘Athanasiana,’ 11 (1925), 58-69: pages 61-65 only are reprinted as 


‘Aa Athanasian Forgery” in his Byzantine Studies and Other Essays (Lendon, 
1955), 282-287. 


. P Peeters, ‘Comment Saint Athanase s’enfuit de ‘Tyr en 335,’ Bulletin de? Académie 


Royale de Belgique, Classe des Lettres’ 30 (1944), 131-177, reprimed in his 
Recherches Phistoire et de philologie orientales 2 (Subsidia Hagiegraphica 27 
(Brussels, 1951]), 53-90; ‘Léprlogue du synode de Tyr en 335 (dans les Lettres 
Festales de saint Atkanase},’ Analecta Bollandiana 63 (1945), 131-144. 
Schwartz’ Gesammelte Schriften 3: Zur Geschichte des Athanasius (Berlin, 1959) 
appeared nearly twenty years after his death in 1940. The editers (W. Eltester and 
H.-D. Altendorf) omitted the second paper completely in accordance with 
Schwartz's wishes, and reprmted only a smal] part ef the fifth: the second, entitled 
‘Konstantins Aufstieg zur Alleinherrschaft,’ contains nothing of direct relevance to 
Athanasius, while the fifth comprises a vitriolic attack on Adolf Harnack for deny- 
ing the authenticity of "Bas antiochenische Synodalschreiben von 325° (Urkunde 
18), which Schwartz published in 1905. 

Excellent general guidance is provided by M. Simonetti, ‘Alcune considerazion’ sul 
contributo di Atanasio alla letta contro gli Ariani,’ Studi e materiali di storia delle 
religions 38 (1967), 513-535, and M. Terz, ‘Athanasius von Alexandrien,” TRE 4 
(1979), 331-349. I have tr‘ed to acknowledge fully what I oweto others, but have 
decided to make no reference to unpublished dissermtions which I have censulted, 
such as L. Bayer, Untersuchungen zie Konstantin und Athanasiss (Diss. T 
1954), or R. A. Riall, Athanasius Bishop of Alexandria: The Pelitics of Spirituality 
Diss. Cincinnati, 1987). 

For critical reaction to Constwtine (1981) and New Empire (1982), see especially 
the review-article by Averil Cameron, ‘Constantinns Christianus,' JRS 73 (1983), 
184-190, with her subsequent observations in History as Text: The Writing of An- 
sient History (London, 1989), 86/7, 206-208; the long and detailed review by F. 
Kolb, Gnomon 60 (1988), 45-50; and the attempted refutasion of the hypothesis 
that Censtantine attended the Council ef Arles by K. M. Gitardet, ‘Konstantin d. 
Gr und das Reichskonzil von Arles (314): Histerisches Preblem und 
methodolegische Aspekte, @ecumenica et Patristica. Festechrift fiir Wilhelm 
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17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


NOTES TO PAGES 3-5 


Schneemelcher zum 75. Geburtstag (Geneva, 1989), 151-174. T have defended 
and tried to buttress central aspects of my interpresesion in ‘The Conversion of 
Constantine,’ Classical Views, NS. 4 (1985), 371-391; ‘The Constantian‘an Refor- 
mation,’ The Crake Lecturss 1984 (Sackville, 1986), 38-57; ‘Christians and Pa- 
gans in the Reign of Constantius,’ L'Eglise et empire au IV? siécle (Entretiens sur 
Fantiquité classique 34 [Vandeeuvres 1989]}, 301-337; ‘Panegytic, History, and 
Hagiography in Eusebius’ Life of Constantine,’ The Making of Orthodoxy: Essays 
in Honour of Henry Chadwick (Cambridge, 1989), 94-123; ‘The Constantinian 
Sertlement,’ Eusebius, Christiartty, and Judaism (Detroit, 1992), 635-657. 


. A. Martin, with M, Albert, Histoire ‘acéphale’ etindex syriaguedes Lettres festales 


d’Athanase d’ Alexandrie (Sources chrétiennes 317, 1985), reviewed at length in 
JTS, NS. 37 (1986), 576-589. For Matie’s edin’o princeps, see his Osservazieni 
Tetterarie 3 (1738), 60-83. 

E. A. Lowe, Codices Latini Antiquierss 4 (@xford, 1937), No. 510. For a dewited 
ist of the contents of the manuseript, see F. Maassen, Geschichte der Quellen sand 
der Literatur des canonischen Rechts im Abendiand 1 (Graz, 1870), 546-551; 
EOMIA 1625/6; W. Telfer, ‘The Codex Verona LX (58),' HTR 36 (1943), 169- 
246, at 178-184; A. Martin, Sources abrétiennes 317 (1985), 11-19. 

C. H, Tumer, ‘The Verona MSS of canons: The Theodosian MS and ive connexion 
with St. Cyril,’ Guardian, 11 December 1895: 1121; ‘Eduard Schwartz and the 
Acta Conctlierum Occumenicortan,’ JTS 30 (1929), 113-120, at 115/6, Schwartz, 
Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 30-72, repented from Nach. Géttingen, Phil-bist. KI. 
1904.357-391; W. Telfer, H7R 36 (1943), 169-246; A. Martin, Sexerces 
chrétiennes 317 (1985), 11-67. 

Sources chrétiennes 317 (1985}, 69-121 (the historical value of the Historia 
acepbala and the Festal Index, and the Latinicy of the former), 138-168 {text and 
translation}, 171-213 (commentary). All referenees to the Historia acephala will be 
given according te the chapters and sections of Martin's edition: since her numera- 
tion differs from that of earlier editors, a concordance is given in App. 11. 

G. R. Sievers, ‘Achanasii vita acephala: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des Athanasits,” 
Zeitschrift fr die bistorisclze Theolagie 37 (1868), 89-163. 

On all aspects of the sransmission of the Festal Letters and the Index, see now 
Camplani, Lettere (1989), with the review in JTS, N.S. 41 (1990), 258-264, 

All translations from the Festal Letters and Festal Index are, unless itis scated oth- 
ecwise, taken from J. Payne Smith, in Roberson, Select Writings (1892), 503-553. 
(On the calendaric aspecee of the Index, see E. Schwartz, Christliche und jiidische 
Ostertafeln (Abhandlungen der kéniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu 
Gottingen, Philelegisch-historische Klasse, NF. 8.6, 1905). 

For example, Index 2: ‘In this year he went through the Thebais.’ There has been 
some disagreement about what calendaric period ‘this year’ designates in the Index: 
Gwatkin, Arianism? (1900), 107-109, argued that the index always employs Eg} 
sian years; F. Leofs, ‘Bie chronologischen Angaben des sogenannten “Vorbericht 
au den Festbriefen des Athanasius,’ Sitcemgsberichte der hint glichen preussischen 
Akademie der Wisccrschaften zx Berlin 1908.1013-1022, that it always means the 
relevant consular year; Schwartz, Gas. Schr. 3 (1959), 2-14, 327-334, thar the year 
intended is sometimes the Egyptian, sometimes the consular. Given the nature of 
the Index as an introduction to a corpus of Festal Letters, reckoning from one Eas- 
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28. 


30, 


31. 
32. 


38. 
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ver to the next is a priori mest probable. Eusebius had used almost the same vari- 
able for the ‘years of persecution’ in his Martyrs of Palestine (Constantine [1981], 
149-154, 355-357). 

Camapiani, Lettere (1989), 32-34, 73-79. 

On which, see App. 1. 


» P. Lond, 1913, 1914,cf. Chapter IM, at nn. 43-45. 
/ All ofthe seven worl listed below are included in W. Bright, Historical Wrisings of 


St. Athanasius (Oxford, 1883). Schwartz, Gas. Schr. 3 (1959), 85, 285 n. 2, 311, 
denounced the nse of this ttle for what he character'ised as pamphlets and ‘sebr 
deutliche Beispiele der antiken Publizistik’-—and he issued a dire warning against 
the dates which Bright appends in the margins of his edition (for example, the lercer 
of the Council of Alexandria in 338 is dated to ‘339-340’ [13]). For a recent gen- 
eral introduction to these works (unfortunately not always accurate in detail), see 
B, H. Warmington, ‘Did Athanasius Wnite Histery? The Inheritance of Historiog- 
raphy, 350-900, ed. C, Holdsworth and’T. P. Wiseman (Exeter, 1986), 7-1630n the 
problem of defiuing their literary genre, Schneetnelcher, Aufsitze (1974), 280-297, 
@x the textual histery of Athanasius’ works, see esp. H.-G. Opitz, Untersuchungen 
ser iiberlieferung der Schriften das Athanasius (Berlin/ Leipzig, 1935); M. Tetz, ‘Les 
crits “dogmatiques” d'Athanase:. Rapport sur les travaux relatifs a ’édirinn des 
oeuvres d’Athanase, tome I,’ Politique et théolegie (1974), 181-188, 


. Opitz 169-177 (Ep. enc.) cf. Chapter V. On the impertance of Opitz’s criticaltext 


of this work, see Schneemelcher, Aufsiitee (1974), 318-324, 

Opitz 87-168 (Apol. c. Ar,), cf. App. 2. The title Apologia secunda is both inau- 
thentic and seriously misleading: it derives frem the editorial decision after 
Athanasius’ death which placed itimmediately after the Befense of His Flight in the 
corpus of his polemical writings—an order faichfully preserved in the exeant manu- 
scripts of Athanasius. 

Opitz 1-45 {Decr), cf. App. 4. 

Opitz 279-300 (Apol. ad Const.), cf. App. 3. [have used Opitz’s editien through- 
‘out, even though only pages 279/80 have been published, as being superior to the 
edition by J. Szymusiak, Sources chrétizancs 56 (1958), 88~132 (reptinted with few 
changes otherthan revised pagination as Sources chrétiennes S6* [1987], 86-174). 
Szymusiak did not regard itas one of his duties as ediror te take account of Opite’s 
unpublished edition, to which he nowhere refers. 


. There is no modern critical edition of the work (CPG 2092): all references will be 


given tothechaprer divisions in Montfaucon’s rext as reprinted in PG 25,537-593. 


|. Opite 68-86 (Fug.), ef. Chapter XIV, 


Opitz 183-230 (Hist. Ax), cf. Chapter XIV. 


5. Opitz 231-278 (Syn), cf. Chapter XIV. 
, SeeChaprer XIlfn, 9. Lucifer is most recently and most competently edited by G. E 


Biercks, CCL 8 (1978), with a long and helpful introduct‘on. On the histerical 
value of his pamphlets, see stil G. Kriiges, Lucifer Bicchof ven Caralis und das 
Schisina der Luciferianer (Leipzig, 1886), esp. 25. 

Brennecke, Hilarivs (1984), 199-371. For crinicism of his basic thesis that the 
Nicene creed played no part in the debates at the Councils of Arles (353/4), Milan 
(355), or Baeterrae (356), see J. Doignon, ‘Hilar're de Peitiers *Kirchenpolitiker”? A 
propos d'un ouvrage récennt,’ RHE 80 (1985), 441-454. 
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41. 
42. 
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Edited by A. Feder, CSEL (1916}, 41-193. For a conspectus of the documents and 
their dates, together with an argument fer dating the original cemposition of the 
work to the winver of 357/8, see ‘The Capitulation of Liberius and Hilary of 
Poitiers,” Phoenix 46 (1992), 256-265. 

Gregory of Nazianzus, Orat, 21 (PG 35.1081-1128), recently edited and trans- 
lated into French by J. Mossay, Grégoire de Nezianze: Discours 20-23 (Sources 
chrétiennes 270, 1980), 110-192. 

Rofinus, HE 10, pr. 

CPG 3521, cf, F Winkelmann, Untersuchnngen zur Kirchengeschichte das 
Gelasios vow Kaisareia (Sitzungsberichte der Deutschen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, Klasse fiie Sprachen, Literatur und Kunst 1965, Abh3 [1966]}; 
"Die Quellen der Historia Ecclesiastica des Gelastus von Cyzicus (nach 475),” 
Bycontinoslavica 27 (1966), 104-130; ‘Charakter und Bedeutung der 
Kitchengesclu'chte des Gelasfos von Kaisareia,’ Polychordia: Festechrift F. Délger 
(Byzansinische Forschungen 1, 1966), 346-385; ‘Vira Metrophanis et Alexandri 
BHG 1279,” Analecta Bollandiana 100 (1982), 147-184. ‘The ewact scope of 
Gelasius’ lost history is uncerta’n, Winkelmann, Untersuchungen (1966), 106-108, 
took it beyond the deawh of Athanasius to the mid-370s, while P. Nautin, 
Dictionnaire de géographie et d'histoire ecclésiastiques 20 (1984), 300, extended it 
as far as the death of Fheodosius. On the other hand, J. Schamp, ‘Gélase ou Rufin: 
‘Un fait nouveau: Sur des fragments oubliés de Gélase de Césarée (CPG, No. 3521),’ 
Byzantion 57 (1987), 369-390, argues from Photius, Bibliotheca 15, 88, that 
Gelas'us of Caesarea (like Gelasius of Cyzicus) concentrated on the Council of 
Nicaea and did not go beyond she death of Arius. 


. On these, see F. Thelamon, Paiens et chrétiens au IV sicle: L’apport de "Histoire 


ecclésiasw que” de Rigfin a’ Aquilée (Paris, 1981), 37-122. 


|. @n ‘legends in Rufinus,’ see Gwatkin, Arianism (1900), 97-102. 
. Chapters IL, Il 

. Socrates, HE 2.1.2, cf. Apps. 5, 6. 

. Socrates, HE 1.10. 

. App. 8. 

. App. Sn. 1. 

|. Socrates, HE 3.3 = Jultan, Ep. 60 Bidez. 

~ App. 7. 

. App. 6. 

. Sozemenus, HE 2.25, cf. Chapter ills HE 4.8.4, cf. Chapcer XI. 

. On the value of Philostorgius acoeunt of Athanasius, see the contrasting assess- 


ments of W. G. Rusch, ‘A la recherche de l'Athanase historique,’ Politique et 
théologie (1974), 161~1773 D. W-H. Arnold, Early Career (1991), 25-62. 


|. See the classic edition by J. Bidee (GCS 21, 1913), revised with substantial addenda 


by F Winkelmann (Berlin, 1972: thitd edition 1981). 

BHG? 170-171c = CPG 8082, now edited by B. Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes 
van Damaskos 5 (Patrisw'sche Texte und Suedien 29 {Berlin}, 1988), 202-245. The 
artriburion to John was argued by F. J. Bélger in 1951 in an unpublished study 
which Korter acknowledges and quotes (ib, 185/6). 

P, Batiffol, ‘Un bistoriographe anonyme arien do IV* siécle,’ Rémische 
@uartalschrift 9 (1895), 57-97. 
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. J. Bidez, Philostergius Kircbengeschichte (1913), 202-241, Anhang VIE 


“Frsgmente eines Arianischen Historiographen.” 


.Gwatkin, Arianism? (1900), 219-224; Brennecke, Homder (1988), 92-95, 114- 


187. 
). Ammianus 15.7.7-10; 22.11.9-11, 


Chron, 2.36-45, cf. Chapter XVL 

BHG? 183-186; Aucearrum 186“; BHL 728-733; BHO 112-117. The principal 
Greck lives were edited by Montfaucon and reprinted by Migne, namely, Photius, 
Bibliotheca 258 (PG 2S.coe<ccxxiii), the pre-metaphrastic life (PG 25.clexxv— 
coxi), and the rework’ inghy Symeon the Metaphrast (PG 25.ccxxiti-cexlvi). 


3. Respectively, Synodicon vetus 42 (edited, translated, and annotated by J. Duffy and 


J. Parket, Corpus Fontivm Historiae Byzontinae (Washington, 1979)), and Phods, 
Homily 16.7, p. 159 Laourda,cf.C. Mango, The Homilies of Photius, Patwiarch of 
Constantinople (Cambridge, Mass., 1958), 238, 271 n. 33. 

‘On the relation of Athanasius’ theology to his career, see W, Schneemelcher, 
“Athanasius von Alexandrien als Theologe und als Polntiker,’ ZNW 43 (1950- 
1953}, 242-255, reprinted in his Aufsdtee (1974), 274-289. 

‘The present work assumes that the Life of Antony (BHG? 140 = CPG 2101) is 
not by Athanasius: for recent discussion ef its authorship, see ‘Angel of Light or 
Mystic Init‘ate? fhe Problem of the Lifeof Antony,’ JTS, N.S. 37 (1986), 353-367; 
L. Abramowski, ‘Vertritt die syrische Fassung die urspriingliche Gestalt der Vica 
Antoni? Eine Auseinandersetzung mit der These Draguew,’ Mélanges A. 
Guilaumont {Cahiers d'orientalisme 20 (Geneva, 1988]), 47-56; A. Louth, ‘St. 
Athanasius and the Greek Life of Antony; JTS, NS. 39 (1988), 504-509; R. 
Lorenz, ‘Die griech'sche Vira Ancunii des Athanasius und ihre syrische Fassung,” 
ZKG 100 (1989) 77-84; S. Rubenson, The Letters of St. Antony: Origenist Theek 
ogy Monastic Tradition, and the Making of a Saint (Lund, 1990), 126-144, with 
the review in JTS, NS. 42 (1991), 723-732. None of these writers discusses the 
earliest reference to the Life, which eocurs in.a letter of Serapionof Thmuisin 362/3: 
& bid GBA Avimos 8: exporaray Biov yevopevos ob Kai 6 Blos Zyypmurros map" 
iyitv raowZeran (Ep. ad monaches 13 [PG 40,940)). That is surely an odd way for 
Serapion to refer to the Life if he believed that it had been written by Athanasius in 
Alexandria. 


Tl. BISHOP ALEXANDER 
The earliest explicit rule on the subject is Canen 11 of the council held at 
Nescaesarea between 314 and 325 (EOMIA 1.132135), cf. J. Gaudemet, L’Eglise 
dans Pempire romain aux IV et V sibcles (Paris, 1957), 124-127. 
©. von Lem, ‘Koptische Pragmente zur Patriarchengeschichte Alexandriens,’ 
Mémoires de I'Académie impériale des Sciences de St-Pétersbourg’ 36, No. 11 
(1888), 20, frag. P.5 (text), 36 (translation and discussion). 
Epistula Azarsenis 13—claiming that Pachomius defeaded his election. A. Martin, 
“Athanase et les Mélitiens (325-335),’ Politique etthéologie (1974), 31-61, at 42/3, 
argues that the election was irregular. 
See the rexts edited by W. Telfer, ‘St. Perer of Alexandria and Arius,’ Analecta 
Bolland tana 67 (1949), 117-130, at 126; P. Devos, “Une passion gracque inédite de 
S. Pierre d’Alexandrie et sa traduction par Anastase le Bibliothécaire,’ Analecta 
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Bollandiana 83 (1965), 157-187, at 167, 180: they are translated and discussed by 
T. Vivian, St. Peter of Alexandria: Bishop and Martyr (Philadelphia, 1988), 64-84. 
Rufinus, HE 10.15; Socrates, HE 1.15; Sozomentis, HE 2.17.5-31; Gelasius of 
Cyzicus, HE 3.13.10-14 (and later lives of Athanasius and Constantine). The im 
mediate or indirect source of all the extant writers is Gelasins of Caesarea (frag. 27 
in the numeraton of FR Winkelmann, ‘Charakter und Bedeutung der 
Kirchengeschichite des Gelasios ven Kaisareia,’ Polychordia: Festschrift #. Dilger 
[Byzantinisehe Forschungen 1, 1966}, 346-385). 

Socrates, HE 4.13.4. G. Bardy, Saint Athanase (296-373P (Paris, 1925), 1 n. 2, 
states that Athanasius was succeeded as bishop in 373 by his brother Peter: that 
appears to be a canfusion with the attecwed factthat Peter, who is not known to be 
related to Athanasius, was succeeded by his brother Tumethy (Hist. ac. 5.145 
Sozomenus, HE 7.7.3). 

Gregory of Nazianzus, Orat. 21.6. As time went by, Athanasius’ cultural attain- 
ments were inevimbly enhanced and exaggerated: whereas Rufinus agrees with 
Gregory ‘inmaking Alexander provide the young Athanasius with instruction from 
a notarius and agrammaticus, both singular (HE 10.15), and Socrates pacaphrases 
the same passage as stating that Aleander gave him an education (HE 1.15.3), 
Sozomenus speaks ef Athanasius attending plural grammatici and thetors (HE 
2.17.10), 

Gwatkin, Arianism? (1900), 72-74. 

G.C. Stead, ‘Rhevorical Method “inAthanasiue,’ Vig Chr. 30 (1976), 121-137. 


|. G Gent, 10.36/7 Thomson; De Incarn. 2.16~18, 43.34~38, cf, Plato, Rep. 3272; 


Tim. 30a; Pol. 2734. 


. For Homer, Gwatkin, Arianism (1900), 73, admitted that he ceuld find ‘only a few 


stock phrases’: of his twoexamples one comes from the feurth Oration against abe 
Arians (CPG 2230), while the ether is the phrase d®dvatov xextv (Hist. Ar. 68.2), 
which need not be ‘a quotation’ of @dyssey 12.118. Athanastus names Homer 
once, as the inventor ofepic poetry (C. Gent, 18.26), but he could well have known 
that without ever read'ug a single line of either the Iliad or the @dyssey. For 
Aristode, Gwatkin appealed to J. H. Newman, Select Treatises of S. Athanasius, 
Archbishop of Alexandria, in Controvctsy with the Arians 2 (@xford, 1844), 501, 
But Newman had observed merely that cervainx phrases in the same fourth @ration 
againstthe Arians ‘remind the reader of Aristotle rather than S, Athanasius’ 
‘Chaprers VIL, XL 

For discussion of Athanasius as an orator, see R. W. Smith, The Art of Rhetoric it 
Alexandria: Its Theoryand Practice in the Ancient World (The Hague, 1974), 100- 
104; G. A, Keanedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (Pranceron, 1983), 
208-212. Kennedy's assessment is unfortunasely based largely on the Life of 
Antony, whose Athanasian authorship is here rejected (Chapter In, 64), buthenev- 
ertheless reaches the reasonable conclusion that Athanasins ‘adepts [the} tech- 
niques of invension, butnet the arcangement and style’ of classical chetoric (255). 


|. For Tertullian, see J.-C. Fredouille, Tertulliert et la conversion de la sult ¢ antique 


(Paris, 1972); T. D. Barnes, Tertullian: A Historical and Literary Suedy? (Oxford, 
1985), esp. 187-232. Basil and Gregoty had studied with Himerius and 
Proaeresjus in Athens and with Litantus in Antioch (Gregery of Nazianzus, Orat. 
43.14-20; Soccates, HE 4.26.6)—and ir shows in their writings: G. L. Kusms, 
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1. C. Gent, 1.13-15, 
ML Slusser, ‘Athanasius, Contra Gentes and De Ixcarnatiene: Place and Date of 
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“Saint Basil and the Rhetorieal Tradition,’ Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, 
Asectic, ed, P. J. Fedwick (Toronto, 1981), 221-279; R. R. Reuthes Gregory of 
Nazianzus: Rhetor and Philosopher (@xford, 1969), esp. 55-128; G. A. Kennedy, 
Greek Rhetoric (1983), 214-239, 

Respectively, PG 40.925-941 (CPG 2487); Theodoretus, HE 4.22: 
phrased in Chapter XX). 

Constantine (1981), 82-84, 196/7. Significantly, Athanasius receives no mention 
whatever in the encellent and sensitive article by A. Spita, "The Impact of Christian- 
ity on Ancient Rhetoric," Studia Patristica 18.2 (1989), 137-153. 


35 (para- 


'. De incarn, S67, Fhere is no cempelling reason to identify the bishop of Alexandria 


with the Athanasius whose autograph letter to the holy man Paphnutius survives 
(P. Lond, 1929), as argued by H. 1, Bell,Jetws and Christians int Egypt (London, 
1924),115-118. 


|. W. Schneemelcher, ‘Der Schriftgebrauch in den “Apologien” des Athanasius,’ Text, 


Wort, Glaube: Studien zur Uberlieferung, Interpretation und Autorieierung 
biblischer Texte Kurt Aland getwidmet, ed, M. Brecht (Arbeiten aur Kirchen- 
geschichte 50 [Berlin and New York, 1980}), 209-219. 


|. _R. W. Thomson, Athanasius, Contra Gentes and De locarnan‘one (Oxford, 1971), 


xvii, sams the matter up very well: ‘He was unphilosophic and repetitive in argu- 
ment, but had a profound grasp of scriptural ewegesis.” 


). De Incarn, $5.1-12. 
|. E.R Meljering, Orthedasy and Platonismin Athanasius: Synthesis or Antithesis* 


(Leiden, 1974); J. M. Rist, ‘Basil's “Neoplatonism”: lve Background and Nature,” 
Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Hurmanist, Ascetic, ed. P. J. Fedwick (Toronto, 1981), 
137-220, at 173-178. 

Constarmine (1981), 172-186, 


Composition, JTS NS. 37 (1986), 114-117. He argues prmcipally from C. Gent. 
23.10-48 and De Incarn, 51.6~10, contrasting them w'1h the knowledge of the 
‘West shown in the Letter se the Bishops of Eyypt and Libya 8; Apol. ad Const. 35 
Hist, Ar. 28. 

Constantine (1981), 296/7. 

G. Kannengiesser, ‘La dace de lApologie d’Athanase Contre Jes paiens et Sur 
Pincaation du Verbe,’ Rech. sci. rel. 58 (1970), 383-428. However, H. Nordberg, 
"A Reconsideration of the Date of Se. Athanasius’ Contra Gentes and De 
Inearnatione,’ Sradia Patristica 3 (Texte und Untersuchungen 78, 1961), 262-266; 
Athanasius’ Tractates Comtra Gentes-De Incaranone: An Attempt at Redating 
(Gocictas Scientiarum Fennica: Commtentationes Humanarum Litterarum 28.3 
{Helsinki, 1961)), argued for the impessibly late date of 362/3, On the othet hand, 
A. Stileken, Athanasiana: Litterar und dogmengeschichtliche Untersuchungen 
(Texte und Untersuchungen 19.4, 1899), 1-23, argued for a date of c. 323, but 
conceded in a footnote that ‘selbst 327 ware nicht ausgeschlossen” (Sn. 1). 
Respectively, E. B Meljering, Athanasius: De Incarnaone Verbi (Am- 
sterdam, 1989), 11-20; W. A. Bienert, ‘Zur Logos-Christologie des 
Athanasius von Alenandrien in contra Gentes und de Incarnatione,’ Studia 
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Patristica 21 (1989), 402-419, at 407-412. 


. T. Kehrhahn, De sancti Athanasii quae fertur Contra Gentes oratione (Biss. Berlin, 


1913}, 9-11, 20-23, 34/5, 37-43, 44-50 (also argning that the work uses Eusebius, 
Praep. Evang, 7.10), 56/7, 62-65. Kehehahn drew the unconvincing conclusion 
that a work which copied Eusebius could not be by Athanasius (71/2). More 
recently, M.-J. Rondean, ‘Une nouvelle preave de influence littéraire d’Eusebe de 
Césarée sur Athanase: interprération des Psaumes,’ Rech. sci. rel, 56 (1968), 385— 
434, argued shat Athanasius also used Eusebius’ Commentary onthe Psalmsin his 
own exegesis of the Psalms. But the Athanasian authorship of the texts upon which 
she relied has been disproved by G. Dorival, ‘Athanase ou pseudo-Athanase?” 
Rivista di sporia e letteratura reigiosa 16 (1980), 80-89. Significantly, the word 
®cosdveve occurs in four passages alleged to derive from Athanasius’ Commentary 
on the Psalms (PG 27.80, 220, 229, 529), cf. below, n. 31. For the date of the 
Theophany, which Eusebius is often wrongly supposed to have written after 330, 
see Constantine (1981), 186-188. 

‘As argued most recently by E. ®. Meijering, Athanasius (1989), 11-20. 

See R. W. Thomson, Athanasius (1971), 5, 23, 25, 67, 69, 71, 85, 111, 133, 171, 
267. A small but telling indication of Athanasius’ indebtedness to Eusebius is the 
occurrence of the word Kogdveia in De Incarn, 8.3. The concepr is central to 
Eusebius’ interpretation ef the course of human history, bur virtually unique to him 
among Christian theologians: see P. W. L. Walker, Holy City, Holy Places? Chris- 
tian Attitudes to Jerusalem and the Holy Land in the Fourth Century (Oxford, 
1990), 87. InAthanasius it occwws else where only at Orat, c. Ar. 1.63 (PG 26.144), 
cf. Miiller, Lexicon (1952), 650. 

E. Mithlenberg, “Verivé et bonté de Dieu: Une interprétation de Be incarnatione, 
chapitce VI, en perspective historique,’ Politique et théologie {1974), 215-230, at 
227-230; W.A. Bienert, Studia Patristica 21 (1989), 409/10. 

A date between 328 and 335 wasdeduced frem a comparison with the early Festal 
Letters by A. L. Pettersers,A Reconsideration of the Dateof the Contra Gentes-De 
Incarnatione of Athanasius of Alexandria,’ Studia Patristica 17.3 (1982), 1030- 
1040, cf. Camplan’, Lettere (1989), 239-244, 


}. A. Pettersen, “To Flee or Not to Flee”: An Assessment of Athanasius’ De Fuga 


Sua,’ Persecution and Toleration (Studies in Church History 21, 1984), 29-42, at 
40-42. 

M. Krause, ‘Das christliche Alexandrien und seine Beziehungen zum koptischen 
Agypten,’ Alexandrien: Kulturbegegnungen dreier Jahrtausende im Schmelztiegel 
einer mediterranen Grossstadt, ed. N. Hinske (Aegyptiaca Treverensia 1 (Mainz, 
1981}), 53-62, at 55: ‘der einzige Bischof Alexandriens, der auch koptsch sprechen 
konnte’ 

For example, L. T. Lefort, ‘S. Athanase: Sur la vitginisé,’ Le Muséor 42 (1929), 
197-275, published what he cla'med te be the original Coptic of a letter er treatise 
on virginity (CPG 2147). For proof that it was composed in Greek, see M. 
Avbinicau, ‘Les écrits de Saint Athanase sor la virginiré,’ Revue d'ascétique et de 
mystique 31 (1955), 140-173, reprinted in his Recherches patristiquee 
(Amsterdam, 1974),163-196. 

L. T, Lefore, ‘St. Athanase, écrivain copte," Le Muséon 46 (1933), 1-33; 
Maller, ‘Athanasios I. von Alexandrien als koptischer Schriftsteller, 
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Viertelialresschrift fiir Kirchen- und Geistesgeschichte Europas, NF. 14 (1974), 
195-204. 

P, Peeters, @rient et Byzance: Le tréfonds eriental de Uhagiegrapbie grecque 
(Subsidia Hagiographica 21 (Brussels, 1950}), 29-32. 

T, Odlandi, The Future of Studies in Coptic Biblical and Ecclesiastical Literature,” 
The Future of CopticStudies, ed. X. McL. Wilson (Leiden, 1978), 143-163, at 153, 
ef. 151. 

G. Bardy, La question des langues dans ’é glise ancienne 1 (Par's, 1948), 131. Bacdy 
argued that the fact shat Athanasius quotes the letter which Constantius wrote to 
him in 350 in two slightly different versions of the same Lasin original (Apol. ad 
Const. 23; Hist. Ar. 24) implies that he made the Greek translation himself on each 
occasion. He presumably also translaved the letter of Ursacivs and Valens to Julius, 
which he obtained from Paulinus of Trier (Hist. Ar. 26.2/3, cf. Apol. c Ax. 58.14). 
Fer discussien of Athanasius’ knowledge of Latin Christian writers, see J.L. Neth, 
‘Did Athanas'tus(letter 49, to Deacontius) know and correct Cypr'in {lerer 5, 
Hartel)?" Studia Patristica 17.3 (1982), 1024-1029. On the different question of 
what Latin Christian texts might have been available to Athanasius in Greek, see E, 
Dekkers, ‘Les traductions grecques des écrits patristiques latins,’ Sacris Enudiri S 
{1953),193-233,esp.197. 

Seeck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 332, 503/4, 

W.H. C. Frend, ‘Athanasius as an Egyptian @histian Leader in the Fourth Cen- 
auy,’ New College Bulletin 8 (1974), 20-37, ceprinted his Religion Popular and 
Unpopular in the Early Christian Centuries (London, 1976), No. XVI. However, 
Frend presents Athanasius as coming from ‘an Alexandrian middle-class back- 
‘ground? (21 n. 1) with appeal toSozomenus, HE2,17.10 (onwhich, seeabove, n.7). 


3. CSEL 65.154.19; Secrates, HE 1.8.13; Sozemenus, HE 1.17.7. 
}. Censtantine (1981), 215-219. 
45. 


On the arigins of the Melitian schism, see briefly Constantixe (1981), 201/2; for full 
discussion and bibliegraphy, Y. Vivian, St. Peter (1988), 15—50. ‘the earliesr stages 
of the quarrel between Peter and Melitius are decumented by twe conremporary 
letters, one ef four b'ishopsto Melitius, the other of Peter te his cenesegation, pre- 
secved in Cod. Ver. LX (58), fols. 113°~116", and most readily accessible in EOMIA 
1.634-636. Athanasius indirectly implies that she schism began in 306 (Letter to 
the Bishops of Esypt and Libya 22). 

Epiphapius, Pan, 68.1.4-3.4; Sozomenus, HE 1.15.2. 

P, Lond. 1913-1922, published by H. I. Bell (with W. E. Crom), Jews and Chris- 
sans in Egypt (London, 1924), 38-99. Another document from the same dossier 
was subsequently published by W. E. Crum, ‘Seme Further Melitian Documents, 
JEA13 (1927), 19-26. 

‘A plan of Alexandria is given by C, Andresen, “Siegreiche Kirche” im Aufstieg des 
Christenrums: Untersuchungen zu Eusebius von Caesarea und Dionysios von 
Alexandrien,’ Aufstigg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt 2.23.1 (Berlin and 
New York, 1979), 387-459, facing p. 440. 

Epipbanius, Pan. 69.1.2, 22-7, cf. Seccates, HE 5.22.43-46. 

Debate about Arius himself and his views has been lively in recent yeacs: among 
major contributions, nete A. M. Ritter, ‘Arianismus,” TRE 3 (1978), 692-719; 
‘Arius,’ Gestalten der Kirchengeschichte, ed, M, Greschat { (Stumgart, 1984), 215— 
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223; R. Lorenz, Arius judaizans? Untersuchungen cur dogmengeschichtlichen 
Einordnungdes Arius (Gacringen, 1979), withthe review by R. Williams,JTS, N.S. 
34 (1983), 293-296; R. Lorenz, ‘Die Christusseele im Arianischen Streit: Nebst 
cin‘gen Bemerkungen zur Quellenkritik des Arius und zur Glanbwii 
Athanasius,’ ZKG 94 (1983), 1-51;R. C. Gregg andD. E. Groh, Early Arianism— 
A View of Salvation (Philadelphia, 1981); J. T. Lienhard, ‘Recent Studies in 
Arianism," Religious Studies Review 8 (1982), 330-337; R. Williams, "The Logic of 
Acianism,’ JTS, NS. 34 (1983), 56-81; Arius: Heresy and Tradition (London, 
1987), with thereview by R. C. Gregg, J75, NS. 40 (1989), 247-254; thecoMective 
volume Arianism (1985); Hanson, Search (1988), 3-128. 

‘Williains advances the historically acwactive interpretation that Arius was ‘a 
committed theological conservative’ with a distinctly Alexandrian stamp (175} 
who attempted to bring Christian theology into the ‘pust-Plowinian and post- 
Porphyrian world (230). But both Plotinus and Porphyry taughtin Rome, and that 
interpretation of Arius may well over-estimace the diffusion of their ideas in the 
East in the early decades of the fourth century, on which see J.M. Rist, Basil of 
Caesarea (1981), 165-179, 

On the reconstruction of Arius" lost Thalia, see now K. Meialer and F. Simon, 
Ariana et Athanasiana: Studien zr Oberlief erung und zx philologischen Problemen 
der Werke des Athanasius von Alexandrien (Abhandhogen der Rheinisch- 
Westfalischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 83 (Oplanden, 1991)}, 11-45. 
Eusebius, C. Marc. 1.3.18; Eccl. Theol., passim. 

See the trenchant remarks of G. Gentz, RAC 1 {1950}, 647; Hanson, Search 
(1988), xviilxvii 
Epiphanius, Pan. 69.3.3. Some sources allege that Atius had been ordained deacon 
by the schismat'c Melitius (EOMIA 1.635/6;Sozomenus, HE 1.15.2). But the early 
Mehiian Arius was an accidemaal homanym, exploited for polemical purposes: see 
R. Williams, ‘Arius and the Melitian Schism,” JTS, N.S. 37 (1986), 35-52; A, Mar- 
tin, ‘Les relations entre Arius et Mélitios dansla tradition Alexandrine," JTS, N.S. 
40 (1989), 401-413, 

Urkunde 6—where it must be suspected that the three concluding names (those of 
the Libyan bishops Secundus and Theonas, ond Pistus) are later additions to the 
original document. Both the order of events and the absoluce chronology of the 
controversy before late 324 are uncertain, Both the order and the absolute dates for 
the documenys included by H.-G. Opitz in his Urkunden (1934) which be had at- 
gued in the article ‘Die Zeitfolge des arianischen Streites von den Anfingen bis zum 
Jahre 328,’ ZNW 33 (1934), 131-159, have largely been accepted in recent schol- 
atship, as in Constantine (1981), 202-206, 374-376. For some significant revisions 
to Opitz’s dates, and in turn objections to the revised dates, see R. Williams, Arius 
(1987), 48-66; U. Loose, ‘Zur Chronologie des atianischen Streites," ZKG 101 
(1990), 88-92. 

Urkunde 4b.11. 

Urkunide 1. Also preserved in whole or in part are leas from Eusebius of 
Nicomedia to Arius (Urkunde 2) and to Paulinus of Tyre (8), from Eusebius of 
Caesarea to Euphration of Balaneae and 10 Alexander of Alexandria defending 
Arius’ centeal thesis (3, 7), fragments of a fetter by Paulinus (9), and an arvempr by 
George, the furure bishop of Laodicea, to mediate betwen Alexander and Acius (12, 13). 
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Sozomenus, HE 1.15.11, 10, whence Urkunden 10, 5. Opitz dated these twocoun- 
cils to c. 320 and c. 321/2 respectively: in favor of regarding the Palestnian one as 
the earlier (against Sozomenus}, see R. Williams, Arius (1987), 50-60. However, it 
seems unlikely that the Bithynian council occurred three years after the Palestinian, 
as be post's (58), 


3. Urkunden 14, 16. The latter is known only from an allusion ina letwer by Liberius 


written in 353/4 (CSEL 65.91.24-28). 
Urksnde 14.3-8, 57/8; Epiphanins, Pan. 69.3.2. Arius’ return may be the occasion 
of Alexander's circular to all bishops (Urkserde 15). 


1. Urkunden 4b, 14, The first letter is somerimes identified from ix opening words as 


Henos somaios, and the second sometimes similarly from its opening words as He 
philarchia. 


. M, Aubinesu, ‘La tunique sans couture du Christ: Exégtse patristique de Jean 19, 


23-24) Kyriakon: Festschrift Johannes Quasten 1 (Miinstet, 1970), 100-127, esp. 
107-109, reprintedin his Recherabes patristigues (1974), 351-378, at 358-360; A. 
Pervecsen, Studia Patristica 17.3 (1982), 1030-1040. 


.. G. C. Stead, ‘Athanasius’ Earliest Written Work,’ JTS, N.S. 39 (1988), 76-91. 

. GC, Stead, JTS, NS. 39 (1988), 83-86, 

|. G.C. Stead, JIS, N.S. 39(1988), 82-84, 

5. Eusebius, VC 1.51.1, of Constantine (1981), 376n, 154, 

. Eusebrs, VC 2.63-73. ‘The envoy, identified as Ossius by Socrates, HE 1.7.1, is 


argued to be the netarius Marianus by B. H. Warmington, “The Sources of Sonte 
Constantinian Documents in Eusebius’ Church History and Life of Coustantime;” 
Snudia Patistica 18.1 (1985), 93-98, a 9516, 

John Cheysostemt, De beato Philogonio (PG 47.747-756), cf. Theodoretus, HE 
1.7.10. 


. On this council, see now Hanson, Search (1988), 146-151. kr was unknown to 


modern scholarship until Eduard Schwartz published Urkunde 18 in 1905 (Ges. 
Schr. 3 {1959}, 134-155). On its creed, see esp. L. Abramowski, ‘Die Synode von 
Antiochien 324/25 und ihr Symbol,’ ZKG 86 (1975), 356-366. 

Urkeende 20. 

@n che Council of Nietca, whose proceedings can be reconswucted only in the bar 
est outline, see Constantine (1981), 215-219; C. Luibhéid, The Council of Nicaea 
(Galway, 1982), 67-124. 

Urkwwide 23.6-10, cf. A. Marwn, Politique et théotogie (1974, 33-38. 


. Urkunden 31.2, 27, 283 Philostorgius, HE 1.10. 
. For otherevidence and proof of the dare, see ‘Emperor and Bishops, A.B. 324-344: 


Some Problems,’ AJ AH 3 (1978), 53-75, at 59/60. These arguinents are ignored in 
the restarement of a case fer dating the fall of Eustathius to 30/1 by R. B. C. 
Hanson, ‘The Fare of Euswthius of Antioch,’ ZKG 95 (1984), 171-179; Searc 
(1988), 208-211. 

‘Theodoretus, HE 1.22.1,cf. Eusebius, VC 3.59-62. 

The principal evidence for this council comprises Urkuonden 29-32; Eusebius, VC 
3.23; Athanasius, Apol. c. Ar. 59.3; Philestorgius, HE 2.7, 7%. For the reconstruc 
tion of events assumed here, see AJAH 3 (1978),60/1; Constartine (1981), 229; 
New Empire (1982), 77. The council is sometimes misleadingly called ‘the second 
Council ofNicaea,’ as recently by Hanson, Search (1988), 174-178, Ite existence is 
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still denied by some scholars: for example, C. Luibhéid, ‘The Alleged Second Ses- 
sion of the Council of Nicaea,’ JEH 34 (1983), 165-174; A. Martin, ‘Le fil d’Arius,” 
BHE 84 (1989), 297-320. The latter argues that Arius was in exile continuously 
from 325 to 335 and dates Urkunde 29 to 334, Urkunden 32 and 31 to 335. 
Epiphanivs, Pan 68.7.2, 69.11.4. Both passages are unfortunately misunderstood 
by D. WH. Amold, The arly Episcopal Career of Athanasius of Alexandria 
(Notre Dame/l.ondon, 1991), 29, 31, who fails to recognise either reference to the 
imperial court. 

Sozomenus, HE 2.17.4, 25.6. Sozomenus also quotes Apollinar's of Laoci'cea {HE 
2.17.2/3 = frag. 168 Lietemann), who confirms that Athanasius was absent from 
Alexandria when Alewander died. The account of his election which Avbanasius 
himself penned in 338 (Apol. c. Ar. 6,5/6) is predictably tendentious: see L. W. 
Barnard, “Iwo Neves on Athanasius,’ Orientdia Christiana Periodica 41 (1975), 
344-356, reprised in his Studies in Chureh Histery and Patristics (ANAAEKT A 
BAATAAQN 26 (Thessaloniki, 1978]), 329-340. 


UI, ATHANASIUS AND CONSTANTINE 
Philostorgius, HE 2.11. The nature of episcopal elections in Alexandria has been a 
mater of some contention: see the suesessive discussions by K. Miller, ‘Kleine 
Beitrage zur alten Kicchengeschichte 16: Die alteste Bischofswahl und -weihe in 
Rom und Alexandrien,” ZNW 28 (1929), 274-296; W. Telfer, ‘Episcopal Succes- 
sion in Egypt,’ JEH 3 (1952), 1-13; E. W. Kemp, ‘Bishops and Presbyters at Alex- 
andria JEH 6 (1955), 125-142; J. Lécuyes, ‘Le probléme des consécratrens 
épiscopales dans PEiglise d’Alexondrie,’ BHE 65 (1964), 241-267; La succession 
des évaques d’Alexandrie aux premiers sitcles,’ BHE 70 (1969), 81-98; Girardet, 
Kaisergericht (1975), 52-57; D. W.-H. Amold, The Early Episcopal Career of 
Athanasius of Alexandria (Notre Dame and London, 1991), 38-62. Philostorgius 
quod what purpors to be Constantine's reply to the city (HE 2.11"). G. 
Fernandez Hernandez, ‘La eleccién episcopal de Aranasio de Alejandria segin 
Filestorgio,’ Geridn 3 (1985), 211-229, argues that the emperor allowed an elec- 
tion which he knew to be uncanonical because he feared that the Melitian schism 
might produce social unrest and thus endanger the supply of Egyptian grain co his 
new capitel on the Bosporus. 
Epiphanius, Pan. 68.6. The date is deduced from the fact that Constantine was in 
the West continuously from the spring of 328 to the spring of 330 (New Empive 
11982], 77/8). What follows is based on Constantine (1981), 231-240; fer recent 
discuss’on and bibliography, see D. WH. Arnold, Early Career (1991), 103-173. 
This visit, whose implied date is 329/30, appears to find an echo in monastic 
sources: see P. Rovsseau, Pachomixss: The Making of a Community in Fourth- 
Century Egypt (Berkeley, 1985), 161/2. Many of the dates forthe 330s in the Index 
are one year tooearly (New EnsPire [1982], 152 n. 30). Observe alsotharthe index 
was notort ginallycomposed for the extant collection of Festal Letters, and that the 
extant Festal Letter 3 was written for Easter 352, net for Easter 330 (App. 1). 
Socrates, HE 1.13.4/5 {not at all precisely dateable), cf. Philostorgius, HE 1.9% 
Philumenus was believed v0 have interceded with Constantine on behalf of 
Donatus in 315 (Optatus 1.26, cf. Augustine, Bre Coff. 3.20.38). 
Urkunde 34, The document was wiken 90 Alexandria by the magisiriai Synclet'us 
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. Eusebius, VC 4.43-455 Athanasius, Apol. c. At 
}. Index 8; Epiphanius, Pan. 68.9.4, cf. P Peeters, 1 
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and Gaudentins while Paterius was governor of Egypt (Urkuzde 34.43). On thesitu- 
ation in Libya atthis period, see D. W.-H. Arnold, Early Caraer (1991), 118-126. 
For the Council of Caesarea, see P Lond, 1913; CSEL 65,54.1/2 (dating ir to tbe 
year befere the Council of Tyre); Jndax 6; Theodoretus, HE 1.28.2; Sozomenus, 
HE 2.25. 17. On the necessity of identifying it with ‘the court of the censor” 
(Apol. c. Ar. 65.4}, see ‘Emperor and Bishops, A.D. 324-344: Some Preblems; 
AJAH 3 (1978), 53-75, at 61/2. 

B Lond, 1913, 

Ensebius, VC 4.41.3/4 (Constantine’s letter to the council); Athanasius, Apol. ¢. Ar 
72.412. The emperor makes it clear that Dionysius was to be an observer at the 
council, nota memter of it, sil less to preside. 

J-M. Sanstetre, ‘Eustbe de Césarée etla nalssance de la théorie “Césaropapiste,”* 
Byzantion 42 (1972), 131-195, 32-594, at 563-565, arguing froma the letter of 
Dionysius partly quoted by Athanasius, Apol. c. Ar. 81. 


. Sozomenus, HE 2.25,2-6 (from the acta of the council), cf. CSEL 65.53/4. 
. Sozomenus, HE 2.25.12. Sozomenus also repeats from Gelasius of Caesarea the 


fictitious story that Athanasius was accused of sexual impropriety (cf. Rafinus, HE 
10.18), but nowes that ‘it is not included in the acta’ (HE 2.25.8--11). 

; Sozomenus, HE 2.27.1. 
spilogue du synode de Tyr en 335 
(dansles Lettres festales de Saint Athanase),? Analecta Bollandiana 63 (1945), 131- 
144; T. D. Barnes, JTS, N.S. 37 (1986), 586-589, 


|. Sozomentis, HE2.25.i5-19, 

. As assumed in Constantine (1981), 239, 400 n. 44. 

. P. Lond. 1914, cf. below, atn. 43. 

. Rot full arguments in fevorof the reconswruction adopred here, see P, Peeters, ‘Com- 


ment Saint Athanase s'enfuit de Tyr on 335,” Bulletin de Académie Royale de 
Belgique, Classe des Lettres‘ 30 (1944), 131~177, reprinved in his Recherches 
Wbiswire et de philologie orientales 2 (Subsidia Hagiegraphica 27 [Brussels, 
195 1}), 53-90). H'isconclusions, adopted with slight modifications in Constantine 
(1981), 239/40, have recently been challenged by H. A. Drake, ‘Athanasius’ First 
Exik,’ Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 27 (1986), 193-204, whe puts 
Athanasius’ first interview with Constantine on 30 @ctober and his second on 6 
November. 


. Index 8; Epiphanius, Pow. 68.9.5/6. 
. As the Caesar Constants assereed in 337 (Apol. c. Ar. 87.4). 
). As is supposed by Girardet, Kaisergericht (1975), 68-73, 104/5, 155/6, 


Eusebius, VC4.27.2. 


. On the meaning of the phrase oi mepl Tov Scive in ancient Greek of all periods, see 


S. Rads, ‘Noch einmal Aischylos, Niobe Fr. 162 N.?(278 M),’ ZPE 38 (1980), 47- 
585 '@i (ai, etc.) resh + acc. nominis proprii bei Sreabo,” ZPE 71 (1988), 35-40; 
“Addendum,” ZPE 74 (1988), 198. In normal Greek usage of the period, such a 
phrase often designates the individua) named alone (as in Socrates, HE 2.22.4, 
232): see E. Schwyser and A. Debrunner, Griechische Grammatik 2° (Munich, 
1966), 504, N. Turner, A Grannar of New Testament Greek 3 (Edinburgh, 1963), 
46. Although Miller detects this usage in Athanasins too (Lexicon 11952), 
1169/70: ‘non raro hac formula sola persona ut dux fection’ significarur’), | am 
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not convinced that Athanasius ever uses it co designate a single individual: hence I 
have censisvently taken ot rep Eva¢Pioy (or some other name) in Athanasius to 
mean ‘Eusebius and his supporters? 


. Sozomenus, HE 2.31. 
. App. 2. 

. Opitz on 139.155 T. D. Barnes, AJAH 3 (1978), 61. 

. Theeastern bishops at Serdica in 343 complained that Athanasius had had Ischyras 


confined in military custody (CSEL 65.51.19). 


. Thus the synodieal letter of the Cauncil of Alexandria in 338, written by 


Athanasius himself (Apol. ¢. Ay, 11/2), thus the western bishops at Serdica in 343 
(CSEL 65.115.6-116.1). 


28, On the ‘odd man out’ Colluthus, see R. Williams, Arius. Heresy and Tradition 
(London, 1987), 45-47. 

29, Chapter IV. 

30, CSEL 65,76 No, 34; Socrates, HE 2.20.23, cf. Feder, Studien Il (1910), 79-81. 


32. 


33. 


. The precise dare of the list 's uncertai 


pitz on 149.19 dated it to 325/6, whereas 
A. Martin, ‘Athanase er les Mélitiens (325~335),’ Politique et chéologie (1974), 31- 
61, at 37, suggests November 327. Although Marcin denies its existence, the Coun- 
cil of Nicomedia, which discussed the Melitian schism in December 327 or January 
328 (Chapter I, at n. 75) provides an appropriate context for Alexander's racep- 
tion of such a list. 

Gelasius of Cyzicus, HE 3.18. The twoversions are conveniently printed in parallel 
by G. Loeschke, ‘Das Synmgma des Gelasius Cyzicanus,’” Rheinisches Museum, 
NE 60 (1905), 594-613; 61 (1906), 34-77, at 34-36. 
L. Parmentier, Theodores Kirchengeschichte (GCS 19, 1911), lxittxti; Schware, 
Ges. Schr, 3 (1959), 258 n. 1; Opitz on 164.12: ‘Gelast'us ... der den Bref in seiner 
phanwstischen Act ecweitert’ For a recent statement of the case, see C. T. H. R. 
Bhchardr, ‘Constanwnian Documents in Gelasius of Cyzicus, Ecclesiastical Histeryy” 
Jahrbuch fis Ansike und Christexmarn 23 (1980), 48-57. His argument resis upon 
the explicit and miswiken) assumption that ‘there were hundreds of copies of the 
authent’c text in the eastern provinces’ (SS n. 47). 


34, G. Leeschke, Rheinisebes Museum, NF. 61 (1906), 38/9. 

35, As Opitz 165.7. 

36. Constantine was born at Naissus (Firmicus Maternus, Math. 1.10.13; Origo 
Constantini Imperatoris 2), but Julian, Misopogon 18, 348d, appears to indicate 
that his ancestors came from Dacia Ripensis: see R. Syme, ‘The Ancestry of 
Constantine,’ Bonner Historia-Augusta-Colloguium 1971 (1974), 237-253, re- 
printed in his Historia Augusta Papers (Oxferd, 1983), 63-79. 

37, Cf1.404. 

38. New Empire (1982), 79 n. 136, 


39, 


40. 


Socrates, HE 2.23.15~32, quotes Julius’ letter to the Alewandc'ian church in 346 
(Apol. c. Ar; 52/3) with an extra paragraph in the middle (HE 2.23.22-26+). Opitz 
on 133.1946, assumed that che extra material must be a later addition: ‘der Brief ist 
aus Athan{asius) bei Sokr(aves) 1.23, 15~32 mit einigen Erweiterangen erhalren.” 
Mere charivebly, Montfaucon opined that modesty led Athanasins to omit a pas: 
sage which praised him strongly (PG 25.345 n. 23). 

Golasius, HE 3.18.4-8, 
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NH. Baynes, ‘Athanasiania; JEA 11 (1925), 58-69, at 63 = Byzantine Suidies and 
Other Essays (London, 1955), 285: ‘no Athanasian forgery, bur Athanasian sup- 
pression of embarrassing veracity.” 

P, Lond. 1914, pullished by H. 1. Bell, Jews and Christians in Egypt (London, 
1924), 53-71. For imporcant textual and historical observat’ ons, see also K. Holl, 
‘Die Bedeucung der neuverdffentlichten melin‘anischen Urkunden fiir die 
Kirchengeschichte,’ Siseungsberichte der preussischen Akademie der Wissen- 
sabafien 2 Berlin, Poilosophisch-historische Klasse 1925.18~31, reprinted in his 
Gesamnmelte Aufaitze aor Kirchengeschichte 2 (Ciibingen, 1927), 283-297. An un- 
sucessful attempt to impugn the inferences drawn by Bell and Holl has recently 
been made by D. W.-H, Arnold, ‘Sir Harold Idris Bell and Athanasius: A Reconsid- 
eration of London Papyrus 1914, Studia Patristica 21 (1989), 377-3833 Early 
Carcer (1991), esp. 62~89, 175-186. 

K. Holl, Sb. Berlin, Phil.-hist. KI. 1925.21-24; H. Hauben, ‘On the Melitians in 2. 
London V1 (P. Jews) 1914: The Problem of Papas Heraiscvs,” Proceedings of she 
Sixteenth International Congress of Papyrology (American Sinise in Papyrelegy 
23 (Chico, 1981]), 447-456. 


+ On the ‘behavior of Athanasius’ and the impersance of 2. Lond. 1914, see now 


Hanson, Search (1988), 239-262. 


IV. A JOURNEY TO CAPPABOCIA 

New Empire (1982), 85-87; below, App. 9. 
For discussion of the dynastic murders of 337 and their political context, see J. W. 
Leedom, ‘Constantius I Three Revisions, Byzantion 48 (1978), 132-135; R. 
Klein, ‘Die Kampfe um die Nachfolge nach dem Tode Constantins des Grossen,’ 
Byzantinische Fersabuxgen 6 (1979), 101-150; C. Piétri, ‘La politique de 
Conseance Il: Un prenver “césaropapisme” ou l’etitatio Constatini? UEglise et 
Fempire au 1¥* siécte (Enwetiens sur l'ankiquité classique 34 [Vandoenvres, 1989]), 
113-172, ar 116-127. Klein unfortunately starts from the assumpu'on that the 
three sons of Constantine met at Vininacium in June 338 (101). 
New Empire (1982), 198-200. 
J.%.C. Ker, RIC 8 (1981), 32/3. On CTh 12.1.37, see App. 9 n. 5. 
App. 9. 
Constantine (1981), 250. 
Julian, Caes. 329 ods CHL 3.12483, cf. App. 9 n. 4. 

CSEL 65.54.25-55.5. Since the letter was originally writven in Greek, I take the 
plural aligui and its sblique eases to reflect an original Twés, eve, and translare ac- 
cordingly. 
For what follows, see Socrates, HE 2.6~7, with App. 8. 


. Quoted and discussed in App. 8 
. Theodoretus, HE 2.3.8. 
, Fac provf chat the year must be 337, nor 338, see Schwarwe, Ges, Sefz. 3 (1959), 


269176; W. Schneemelcher, ‘Die Epistula encyclica des Athanasius,” Aufidtze 
(1974), 290-337, at 312/35 A. Martin, Sources chrétiennes 317 (Pacis, 1985), 81— 
89; C. Piéte, VE glise et empire au LV" siécle (1989), 120/1, 

@bserve that the History of the Arians states that the council wrote to 
Constansinus and Constans denouncing Athanasius (9.1), whereas the Council of 
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Alexandria in 338 speaks ef a letter ‘to the emperors,’ that is, te all three imperial 
brothers (Apol. c. Ar. 35-7). 

So, recently, L. W. Barnard, ‘Two Notes on Athanast'us,’ Orientalia Christiana 
Periodica 41 (1975), 344-356, repemsted in his Studies in Church History and 
Patristics (ANAAEKTA BAATAAQN 26 (Thessaloniki, 1978}), 341-353; B. H. 
‘Warmington, ‘Did Athanasins Write History?” The Inheritance of Historiography, 
350-900, ed. C. Holdsworth and T. P. Wiseman (Exever, 1986), 7-16, esp. 7, 12. 
Schwarts, Ges. Schr, 3 (1959), 279-290 (originally published in 1911) corcectly 
and earefully distingwished berween the wo councils held at Antioch in the winters 
of 337/8 and 338/9 respectively. Nevertheless, several subsequent treatments 
conflate them—and Schneemelcher, Auf sitze (1974), 297-313, 329-330, reaches 
the surprising conclusion that in 339 Athanasius was not deposed by a council of 
bishops, but merely dismissed by the emperor. 


. Emending the genin’ve émoxeinn* (Opitz 92.18) to the nominative énioxono. 

. Chapter I. 

. So, recently, W.H. C, Frend, The Rise of Christianity(Philadelphia, 19841, 527. 
At Opitz 98,22 I read oi8év foroitevi. 

. Listed by Opitzon 89.16. 

. Opie on 89.1ff: ‘das Schreiben ist dem Sril nach von Athanasius verfasst.” 

= Turia Telv Sciav -ypadiv: G. W.H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 


1961), 1207, cives this passage for the meaning ‘book/volume (opp. papyrus roll}. 


. Eusebius, VC 4.36, cf. G, A, Robbins, “Fifty Copies of the Sacred Writings” (VC 


4:36): Entire Bibles or Gospel Bewks?” Studia Patristica 19 (1989), 91-98, 


. Constantine (1981), 124/5. 
}. A. Rahifs, ‘Alter und Heimat der vatikanischen Bibelhandschrift,’ Nachrichten der 


end ghicben Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften 2u Géttingen, Vhilologisch-historische 
Klasse 1899.72-79; T. Zahn, ‘Athanasius und der Bibelkanon,’ Festschrift der 
Universitat Erlangen fiir Prinzregent Luitpald (Leipzig, 1901), 1-36; J. N. Birdsal, 
Cambridge History of the Bible 1 (Cambridge, 1970), 359460, cf. J. Ruwer, ‘Le 
canon alexandrin des Ecritures: S, Athanase,’ Biblica 33 (1952), 1-29. The 
Alexandrian origin of the Codex Vaticanus, already a vecy strong probability, was 
rendered certain by P. Bodmer XIV, published in 1961: see the bibliography and 
brief discussion in B. M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible (New York ans 
Oxford, 1981), 68, 74. 

Athanasius says that the letter was sent ‘to all [bishops] and to Julius, the bishop of 
Rome’ (Apol. c. Ax 20.1), but that must surely be an exaggeration. 

C. Piétri, ‘La question d’Athanase vue de Rome (338-360)," Politique etthéologie 
(1974), 93-126, at 95-100, 


'. Schwanz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 278/9, deduced that Secundus had censecrated 


Pistus bishop of the Mareotis. But the verb xa@iornj and the cognate noun 
kardotacis are used with equal frequency of the consecration of bishops and ahe 
ordination of priests. 

Schwartz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 284/5. 


1, Ahove, at n, 12. 
. Chapter X. 
. For exampie, by Seeck, Regesten (1919), 186; N. H. Baynes, ‘Athanasvania,’ JEA 


12 (1925), 58-69, at 65-69, on the assumption that Athanasius returned to Alex- 
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andria in November 338. For an attempt 00 squeeze the interview ‘nCappadocia 
inte the aucumn of 337, see C. Piéwi, L’Eglise et lentpire au IV siécle (1989), 124, 
1745. 

App. 9. 

Julian, @rat. 1, 20d-21a, cf. B Peevers, ‘V’intervention politique de Constance Il 
dans la Grande Arméaie, en 338,” Bulletin de Académie Royale de Belgique, 
Classe des Lettres* 17 (1931), 10-47, reprinved in his Recherches d'histoire et de 
phrilolegie orientales 1 (Subsidia Hagiographica 27 {Brussels, 1951]), 222-250. 
Peeters dated Constantius’ intervention in Armenia lave in the year because he 
placed Shapur’s fis: siege of Nisibis in 338, with appeal ro E, Stein, Geschichte dee 
spatrémischen Reiches 1 (Vienna, 1928),212,and toN, H. Baynes,JEA 11 (1925), 
66-69, But Athanasixs’ journey to Caesarea must belong to the spring of 338, not 
the autunt: the siege, therefore,should belong to 337, as argued by Baynes, ib. 66, 
and in ‘Constantine and the Christians of Persia,’ JRS 75 (1985), 126-136 at 133. 
CSEL6S.55.26-567, 


. As argued by Schwarm, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 291/2. 
». Respectively, V. Peri, ‘La crenologia delle letere fescali di Sant’ Atanasio ¢ la 


Quaresimua,’ Aevurt 35 (1961), 28-86, esp. 48-50; M. Albert, ‘La 10° lettre festale 
@’Athanase d’Alexandrie (traduction et interprévation),’ Parole de tOrient 6-7 
(1975-1976), 69-90. 


~. See now the facsimile ediv‘on with German translation by Lorenz, Osterfestbrief 


(1986), 38-65. 


. App. 1. 
. In the three passages quoted here, I have changed Jessie Payne Smith’s translation 


fairly freely in che light of the German version of Lorenz, Osterfestbrief (1986), 
39-65. 


). On the theological and polemical content of the letter, see further Lorenz, 


Osterfestbrief (1986), 68-89; Camplani, Lettere (1989), 245-256. 


. On rhe date of the letrer, see further App. 1, at mn. 47-51. 
. Index 10; Vita Antenit 69-71. M. Tetz, ‘Athanasius und die Vira Antor 


Literatische und theologische Relationen,’ ZNW 73 (1982), 1-30, at 23/4, argues 
that Antony visived Alexandria in 337 before Athanasius cetucned from Trier and 
that the ‘we’ in Vita Antonii 71 reflects the fact that this accountof Anteny’s visit 10 
Alomndria was originally written by Secapion of Thuis. 

Gregoryof Nazianzas, @rat. 21.28, For Philagrius' second termas prefect, see now 
P. Oxy 3793, 3794, 3820, with the cemuments of J. R. Rea, Oxychynchus Papyri 
55 (London, 1988), 62-67, 221-224, corrected in cermin particulars by W. H. C. 
Frend, ‘Dioscorus of Oxythynchus and His Correspondence (P. Oxy. LV 3820),” 
ZPE 79 (1989), 248-250, 

Socrates, HE 2.8.6: 8n yi) yusyy Kowod owetsov rav émoxémuy Tiy rdw Tis 
tepoatvns dvédabev. The fact that Socraves confuses the council of the winter of 
38/9 with the ‘Dedication Council” of 341 in no way impairs the value of his testi- 
mony (App. 5): 

For the various surviving versions of the synodical letter and eanons of this earlier 
council, see CPG 8535, 8536; on the dave, Schwartz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 216-225 
1. D. Barnes, ‘Emperor and Bishops, A.D. 324-344: Some Problems,’ AJAH 3 
(1978), 53-75, at 59/60. 
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46, Socrates, HE 2.9, expressly basing himself on the lost biography of Eusebius by 
George of Laodiicea—which also reported that Eusebius used to accompany 
Censtanvius on military campaigns. On the theology of Eusebius, see Hanson, 
Search (1988), 387-396; M. F Wiles, “The Theology of Eusebius of Emesa,” Studia 
Patristica 19 (1989), 267-280. 

47. Socrates, HE 2.10.1, cf. CSEL 65.55.5/6: ‘sancte et invegro sacendove'—an admit- 
tedly partisan, bur neverthe!ess specific and emphatic, description. 


V. ATHANASIUS IN ROME 

1. For a modern example of the commonplace, compare Newman to Bishop 
Ullathomne on 28 January 1870 with reference to the Vatican Council: ‘What have 
we done to be treated, as the faithful never were treated before” (Letters and Dia- 
ries of Jobn Henry Newman, ed, S, Bessain and. Gornall25 {Oxford, 1973], 18). 

2. For a more dewiled analysis, see Schneewelcher, ‘Die Epistala encyclica des 
Athanasius,” Aufsitze (1974), 290-337. 

3. Opitz on 173.14f¢. rightly cejeces thecommon view chat the Friday in Ep. enc.4.4 is 
Good Friday (13 April). 

4. Socrates, HE 2.11.6. The burning of the church is also mentioned by Julius in his 

fetter of 341 (Apdl. Ar: 30.3). On the different churches of Alenandria, see A. 

Marui, ‘Les premiers siécles du Christianisme & Alexandcie: Essai de topographre 

religieuse (III"-IV* sidcles),’ REAug 30 (1984), 211-235. 

CSEL 65.55.5-7. 

Chapter IV. 

CSEL 65.55. 

So Schwartz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 291/2. 

W. Eltester, ‘Die Kirchen Antiochias im IV. Jalschundect,’ ZNW 36 (1937), 251- 

286, at 245-2565 W. Schneemelcher, ‘Die Kicchweihsynode von Antiochien 341,’ 

Bonner Festgabe Jehannes Straub zum 65. Geburtstag am 18, @ctober 1977 

dargebrasht von Kollegen und Schiilern (Bonn, 1977), 319-346. 

10. Itake ypéppara as reflecting an original fitterae in the sense of ‘a (single) letter,’ and 
Thave replaced Julins” ‘we’ with the first-person singular, For other Latinisms inthe 
Greek translatien of Julius’ letter quoted by Athanasius, see F. E. Brightswan, ‘Six 
Noves,’ JTS, 29(1928), 158-165, at 159. 

11, Opitz on 108.31 made the correct deduction, though inevitably, given che date at 
which he was writing, he assumed that the ‘Dedication Ceuncil* met in the second 
half of 341. 

12. Rather than in hiding before he left Egypr, as is supposed by W. Schneemelcher, 
Bonner Festgabe (1977), 322. 

13. Chapter VII, at n. 19, 

14. App. 9, cf. New Empire (1982), 198-200. 

15. The dave is inferred from Paulinus, Vita Ambrosit 3/4, cf. “Imperial Chronology, 
A.D, 337-350,’ Phoenix 34 (1980), 160-166,at 161 n. 5. 

16. CTh 11.12.12 ‘publicus ac noster in’micus.’ 

17, For a critical vext and discusst‘on, see now J.-P. Callu, ‘La préface a Ppinéraire 
d’Alacandre,’ De Tersullien aux Mozarabes: Mélanges offerte & J. Fortaine 1 (Paris, 
1992),429-443. 

18. HA. Cahn, ‘Abelitio nominis de Constantin Il,’ Mélanges de munsismatique offerts 


prenay 


253 


20. 
21. 


aA. 


as. 
26. 


|. PLRE 1.316. Acc 


NOTES TO PAGES 52-53 


4 P. Bastien (Wetteren, 1987), 201/2. Constantinus’ name is feund erased on in- 
scriptions at Smyrna in Asia (CIL 3.474, 477, 7:98), at Celeia in Noricum (CIE 
3.5207), at Brescia in Ivaly (CIL 5.8030), and at Avita Biba in Africa (CIL 
8.12272). Cahn plausibly suggests that the gold and silver coinage of Constantinus 
was withdrawn from circulation and melted down (202). 


. Libanivs, Orat. 59, esp. 34, 43 (where the orator speaks of the twe sons and theie 


father}, 75 (che conference ef 337). On the date of the speech, see App. 9, n. 19. 
Chapter 1V, at nn, 18-23. 

In the dislogue of 355 reported by Theodoretus, Constantiuscomplains to Liberius 
that Athanasius, ‘net satished with the ruin of the older of my brothers, did not 
cease ftom inciting the blessed Constans to hatred against me’ (HE 2.16.21). 


. The ferm of the names must be regarded as quite uncertain: @pitz 283.20, 21, 


printed ‘ABeviiney and Znewpdvmoy, bur one important manuscript offers 
‘ABovrtipvev. Neither man earns an entry in PLRE 1. 

-dingly, 1 have translated oou in 4.5 as ‘the emperor's,’ since it 
must refer to Censtantius. It seems impossible to reproduce in translation the 
word-play on the form of Eutropia’s uame unanimously given by the manuscripts 
(Eirpomos= ‘merally good’). 

Jerome, Epp. 127.5. However, there are serious chronological difficultres involved 
in accepting Jerome’s precise sratement that Athanasius told Marcella about 
Antony and Pachoraius: on the standard reconstruction of her family connections, 
Marcella’s mother Albina was the daughter of a man bern in 303 {see PLRE 1.32, 
542/3, with ‘Two Senstors under Constantine,’ /RS 65 [1975], 40-49). Hence 
Marcella herself, who died in 410/1, cannot have been born before c. 340. 
Chapter VI. 

PG 26.12-468 (from Montfaucon). The fourth Oration (PG 26.468~525) bas long 
been recognised to be from another hand (CPG 2230), bur Athanasius’ authorsbip 
of the thitd is also denied by C. Kannengiesser, ‘Le mystare pascal du Christ selen 
Athanase d’Alexandrie,’ Rech. sci. rel. 63 (1975), 407-442; Athanase (1983), 310~ 
368, who attributes i to Apollinaris of Laodicea, {n favor of the transmitted attri- 
bution, see the review by G. C. Stead, 73, N.S. 36 (1985), 227-229; D. Schmitz, 
‘Schimpfwworter in Athanasius’ Reden gegen die Arumer” Roma Renascens: 
Beitrage tur Spitantike und Reveptionsgeschichte Hona Opelt gewidmet, ed. M. 
Wissenmann (Frankfart, Bern, New York, and Paris, 1988), 308-320 (showing thar 
the first three Ovations all use precisely the same techniques of polemical defaraa- 
tion). 

AAs for the process ofcompositr’on, C. Kannengiesser, ‘Athanasius of Alexandria: 
Three Orations against the Arians: A Reappraisal,’ Studia Patristica 17.3 (1982), 
981-995; Asbanase (1983), esp. 369-374, derects a ‘genése graduclle’ of the 
first ewo @rations in the course of the 340s. @n the other hand, there are geod 
reasons for thinking that Athanasius wrote the first twe @rawions c. 340, then 
composed the homily on Matthew 11.27 (PG 25.207-220; CPG 2099) as part 
of a projecced third Oration, which he complezed along slightly different lines 
only some time later: see V. Hugger, (Des hl Athanasius Trakat in Me. 11, 27," 
Zeisechrife fir die katholische Theologie 42 (1818), 437-441; M. Tetz, TRE 
4 (1978), 339, 345, Hugger shews that, while Chaprer 6 of tbe homily is spur- 
ious, the rest overlaps with the third Oratien, in which Tetz devects allusions 
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t0 the teaching of Photinus, who first attained pronunence c, 344 (3.1, 3.30). 
Kannengiesses, Athanase (1983), 19-111. 


sages each of which repeats it several times (1.17/8, 3.15): see J. Wolinsk', 'emploi 
de Tp.as dans les “Traités contre les Ariens” d'Athanase Alexandre,” Studia 
Patristica 21 (1989), 448-455. 


. Chapter XVI. 
. W. Bright, The Onations of St. Athanasins against the Arians (Oxford, 1873), 


bbeviii-Lxxivs A. Stegmann, ‘Zur Darierung der “drei Reden des hl. Athanasius gegen 
die Arianer” (Migne, Patrol Grace. XXVI, 9-468),’ Theologische Quartalschrift 
96 (1914), 423-450; 98 (1916}, 227-231. 


|. Chapter XIV The term eccurs only once in the Orations, in a quasi-ctedal context: 


the Son Beds éoriy ddnoruds, dnOvob warpds Guoodo.os imdpxox” (1.9). 


On the quotat‘ons of the Thalia, see esp. R. D. Williams, “The @uest of the Histori- 


cal Thalia,’ Arianism (19851, 1-35; 8. G. Hall, ‘The Thalia of Arius in Athanasius’ 
Accounts,’ ib. 37~58. On the letner of Alexander (Urktarde 4b), see Chaprer Il, at 
n.60-64. 

Kanuengiesses, Athanase (1983), 151-181, cf. G. Randy, Recherches sur Saint 
Lucien d’Antioche et son écele (Patis, 1936), 341-347; Hanson, Search (1988), 
32-41, 

Constantine (1981),241. 


VI. JULIUS AND MARCELLUS 
E@MIA 1.30, 50, 51, cf. Hanson, Search (1988), 217. 
Julius praises his role at che council most warmly (Apol. c Ar. 23.3, 32.2). No work 
is transmitced under the name of Marcellas except for the quetations in Eusebius 
{CPG 2800) and his letrer to Julius (CPG 2801), but modern scholars have made a 
sarong case for regarding him as the author of several works attributed to other 
Writers of the fourth century: of these, the De sancta ecclesia, which is transmitted 
under the name of Anthimus, bishop of Nicomedia early in the century (CPG 
2802), was probably writven c. 340 in the West see A. H. B. Legan, ‘Marcellus of 
Ancyra and ant\-Arian Polemic,’ Studia Patristica 19 (1989), 189-197. 
Sozemenus, HE 2.333. 
Eusebius, Contra Mareellunt 1.1.3, 1.4.1-65, 2.4.29. 
Eusebius, Contra Marcellin 2.4.29; CSEL 65.50.18~51.15; Sozomenus, HE 
2.33.1/2, ef. ‘Emperor and Bishops, A.D. 324-344: Some Problems, AJAH 3 
(1978), 53-75, at 64/5; Coastantine (1981), 240-242. 
CSEL 65.55. 
Constantine (1981), 263-265. 
Chapter IV, atnn. 44-45, 
Marcelhis had been in Rome for one year and three months before he submitted a 
written statement of bis theological views to Julius (Epiphanins, Pax, 72.2.3). 


. Sozomenus, HE 3.8.3, cf. Socrates, HE2.15.3. 
. The number of bishops present is given by Hilary, Syn. 28 (PL 10.502); 


Sozomenus, HE 4.22.22, On all aspects of the Bedieat‘on Council? see the magis- 
terial study of W. Schneemelcher, ‘Die Kirchweihsynode von Antiochien 341," 
Bonner Festgabe Johannes Strach 2wn 65, Geburtstag am 18. October 1977 
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dargebracht von Kollegen und Schiilern (Bonn, 1977), 319-346. It is unfortunavely 
neglected by Hanson, Search (1988), 270-293, whe follows earlierwriters (such as 
Sumonerti, Cris [1975}, 146~-160) in making Julius’ lemer (Apol. . Ar. 21-35) pre- 
code the ‘Dedicat‘en Council,’ to whichit is in fect a riposte, 


.. The day is known only from a Syriac chronicle written in 724 (ed. E. W. Breoke, 


CSCO, Scriprores Syri? 4[1903}, 130.21-24, with Lat’ translation by J. B. Chabot 
[Versio 102.3-5), but it derives from a source written in che 360s (Philostorgius, 
‘Anhang VI, p. 212 Bidez, cf. Chaprer J, at nn, 57-59} and deserves to be acceptedt 
see W. Eltescer, ‘Die Kirchen Antiochias im LV. Jahrhundert,’ ZNW 36 (1937), 251— 
286, at 254-256. 

J.T. Lienhard, ‘Acactus of Caesavea’s Contra Marceffunm its Place in Theology and 
Controversy, Studia Pawistica 19 (1989), 183~188. Only along fragment survives, 
quoted by Epiphanius, Pay, 72.6-10 (CPG 3512). On Acacius’ earcet, see J.-M. 
Leroux, ‘Acace, évéque de Césarée de Palestine (341~365),’ Studia Patristica 8 
Texte und Untersuchungen 93, 1966), 82-85. 


|. WeSchneemelches, Bonner Festgabe (1977), 331-339. 
. Kelly, Creeds* (1972), 263/4, 
- On the nature and theolegical motivatien of this creed (which are disputed), see 


Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 268-271; W. Schneemelches, Borner Fastgabe (Benn, 1977), 
340-346. 


. Marcellus frag. 96 Klostermann = Eusebius, Contra Marcellum 1.4.33/4. 


Kelly, Creeds* (1972), 266. Observe Hilary, Sy. 28 (PL 10.502): ‘exposuerunt qui 
adfyecuntt episcopi nonagiata seprem, cum in suspicionem veaisset unns ex 
episcopis quod prava sentiret,” 


). See now M, Terz, ‘Die Kirchweihsynode ven Antiechien (341) und Marcellus von 


Aneyrar Zu der Glaubenserklarung des Theophronius ven ‘Tyana und ihren 
Folgen) Oecumenica et Patristica: Pestsabrift fr Withele Schneemelaher zum 75. 
Geburtstag (Geneva, 1989), 199-218. This article preposts an important and con- 
vincing emendation in Syn. 24.5 (Opine 250.19-21). 


). Sozomenus, HE 3.8.4-8, Schwartz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 297-300, cenveniently 


prines together the summary of Sozomenus and the quotasons and allusions in 
Julius’ lercer: for commaent, see Girardet, Kaisergericht (1975), 157-162. 

it is implausibly argued by L, W. Barnard, ‘Pope Julius, Marcellus of Ancyra and 
the Council of Serdica: A Recensideration,’ Revue de théologie aneienne et 
médiévale 38 (1971), 69-79, repriared in his Studies in Church History and 
Patristics (ANAAEKTA BAATAQQN 26 [Fhessaleniki, 1978}), 341-353, that 
Julius was moreconcilatory thanthe council, which compelled him to wke a hard 
line. 

Bishops of, respectively, Caesarea in Cappadocia, Antioch, Nerenias, Consan- 
tinople, Chalcedon, Mopsuestia, and Heraclea. The fact that Dianius’ name comes 
first may indicate thathe had presided over the council: according to the Synodicon 
vetus 42, he was accompanied by the sophist Asterius. 

H J. Sieben, Die Konzilsidee der Alten Kirche (Paderborn, 1979), 31-34. Julius’ 
leer has often been discussed for its relevance te the claims of the Roman see to 
primacy, as recently by P-P. Joannou, Die Ostkircie und die Cathedra Pewi im 4. 
Jabrbundert (Papste und Papsthan 3 (Stuttgart, 1972]}, 36-70; W. de Vries, ‘Die 
@étkische und die Cathedra Petri im IV. Jahrhundert,’ Orientalia Christiana 
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Periodtca 40 (1974), 114-144, at 121-129; Gicardet, Kaisergericht (1975), 87— 
105; Piétei, Roma (1976), 189-207; V. Twomey, Apostolikos Thronos: The Pri- 
macy of Rome as Reflected in the Church History of Eusebius and the Historico- 
apologetical Writings of Saint Athanasius the Great (Minster, 1982), 398-425. 
Opie. on 103.24 correctly compares 35.3 and noves that Julius implicitly appeals to 
the fifth Nicene canon—which provides only that a provincial council of bishops 
may review the cases of excommunicated clergy and laity, but says nothing whar- 
ever about deposed bishops. A more pertinent precedent would have been the read- 
mission of Eusebius, Theognis, and Arius by the Council of Nicomedia in 327/8 
(Urkunden 29-32). Bur Athanasius studiously avoided any explicit mention of that 
council (Chapter Ill, at n. 25). 

Reitecated in his recapitulat‘on of the whole case (31.1). 


». For Athanasius’ use of the same collect‘on of documents in 338 and in his Defeme 


againstthe Arians, see Chapter JM, at n. 315 Chapter IV, at n. 19. 


 Opine on 109.1 aptly cites the It/neraritem Antonini 147.1-154.5 Wesseling (p. 21 


Cunrz), which confirms the figure exactly. Like so much in Julius’ letter, this com- 
plaine cemes from the mind of Athanasius, who makes the same polemical point in 
reference to the appointmenss of eastern bishops to western sees in the 350s (Letter 
to she Bishops of Egypt and Libya 7; Hist. Ar. 74.5). 


. Epiphanius, Pos, 72.2.1/2, cf. M. Tew, ‘Zum altrémischen Bekenntnis: Ein Beitrag 


des Mareellus von Ancyra,’ ZNW 75 (1984), 107-127. 


. Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 102-111, 


Opie on 113.1ff, aprly commenw: ‘Der Usheber dieser Argumentation kann nur 
Athanasius sein” 

For the identifications in the text, see Opitz on 113.11, citing CSEL 65.55/65 Fug. 
3.35 Hist. At, 5.1/2; Socrates, HE 1.24.35 2.15.2. 


. Chapters VII, VIIL, X. 
. Epiphanius, Pan. 72.2.3, 


Vil. THE INTERVENTION OF CONSTANS 

Chapter X. Lucifer of Caralis depicws Constantius as saying that he allowed the ce- 
tuen of Athanasius at the insistence of Constans precisely because ‘timui ne inter 
nos bella fuissent orta’ (De Athanasio 1.29.28). 

Chapter XU. 

App. 3. The later additions to the first eighteen chapters comprise a reference to the 
death of Magnent.us (7.3) aod a general description of disorder in the church every- 
where which includes an allusion to the exile of Egyptian bishops in 357 (13, cf, 
28.1). 

“The passage is translated and discussed above in Chapter IV, at nn, 28-29, 
Chapter HL. 

‘The procedures and techniques of argumenwrion taught by Greek rheters in the 
Roman Empire are well described by D. A. Russell, Greek Declamation {Cam- 
bridge, 1983), esp. 40-73. 

Quintilian states the norm in lapidary fashion: ‘ordine ipso narrat‘onem sequitur 
confirmatio’ (Inst. @rat. 4.3.1). For narratio as a seandard element in speeches, see 
Rhetorica ad Herenrinm 1,12-16; Cicero, De Inventione 1.27-30; @rator 1225 
Quintlian, Inst. @rat, 4,2, with K, Barwick, ‘Die Gliederung der narrauo in der 
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theserischen Theorie und ihre Bedeutung fir die Geschichte des amiken Remans) 
Hermes 63 (1928), 261-287. 

The manuscripys have Kptonivos 6 tis Naréfluv: che forin is paralleled by the 
civitas Patavi found in late amique maps: see K. Miller, Iwneraria Romana: 
Rémische Reisewegean der Hand der Tabula Peutingeriaa (Berlin, 1916),259. 
All manuscripts and editors read Acavimos 6 éy Ani6e, and the bishop’s see is nor- 
mally idemified as the small north italian town of Laus Pompeia: so C. H. Turnes, 
EOMIA 1,557; Opitz on 281.14. But it is linguistically implausible to identify a 
‘Leis’ (where the emphatic vowel is represented by the Greek eta) with the modem 
edi: all atcested arscient forms of che trame of the town exhibit the o-vowel which 
survives in the modent name (K. Millet, nteraria {1916}, 284). Feder, Studien IL 
(1910), 43, saw thar the Dionysius in Athanasius should be identical wich the 
dionisiusab Acaia de Elida who subscribed the synodical letter of the western bish- 
opsat Serdica in 343 (CSEL 65.138 No. 48). Hence the name of the see oughtto be 
emended from Ari&: to "Ht. The bishop of Elis presumably had business at the 
imperial court: it is doubtless relevant that he had been deposed before the Council 
of Serdica, apparendy by western bishops (CSEL 65.61.12/3: quem  ipst 
exposuerunt). 

“The Seediean subscripw ons identify his see as Capua (CSEL 65.134 No. 14}. 

Feder, Studien I (1909), 157/8. Both Fortunati anus and Vincentus were to be per- 
suaded (or compelled) to renounce communi‘on with Athanasius in 357 (Apol, ad 
Const. 27.3, cf Jerome, De vir. il, 97). 


. See, respectively, R. Aigrain, ‘St. Maximin de Tréves,’ Bulletin de ta Société des 


Antiquaires de ? Ouest 4 (1916-1918, publ. 1919), 69-93; J.C. Picard, Le souve- 
ir des évéquee (Bibliotheque des Geoles fronsaises d’Athenes et de Rome 268 
(Rome, 1988)), 35,41-44. Protasius appears to have died in 346 or 347; Aigrain 
argued that Maximinus was consecrated bishop of Trier on 13 August 329 and 
died on 12 September 346. 


. Afeer Eugenius’ death the emperors Constantius and Julian restored the statue of 


him in the forum of Trajan at Rome which ‘ane sub dive Constante vitae et 
fidelissimae devetionis gratia meruit’: since the inscript’on from the base of the 
svetne records that after a career in the palatine secvice Eugenius was designated 
ordinary consui (I$ 1244), it is usually inferred that he musr have died no later 
than 349 (se PLRE 1,292), But Athanasius assumes that Bugenius was still alive in 
353:itmay be suspected, therefere, that he was in fact designated censul for 355 as 
a ceward for loyalty to the house of Constantine and perhaps for service rendered 
to Constancius during the usurpation of Magnent'ss. 

Libanius, Orat. 14.10/11, 

PLRE 1.886. The principal narran've evidence for his career comes from Zosimus 
2.48.5, Passio Artemtii 12 = Philostorgius, HE 3.12, and Ammianus 14.1.10 (in 
office in summer 353), 7.9 (his death). Thalassius was one of the comites of 
Conswantius who wrote co Athanasius urging him to ceturn to Alexandria in 345/6 
(Hist, Ar. 22.1). 

Socrates, HE 2.22.5, cf. Chapter X. 

Opive 281.26 rightly prints Montfaucon’s emendation <rerép>ny enavtd (PG 
25.600): it is hard te see how the transmitted 7 evvautg can be defended. 

In has second edition of the speech, J.-M. Szymusiak correctly marks a break be- 
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tween paragraphs here (Sources chrétiennes 56% (1987}, 94). 
As asserted by Giracdet, Kaiter gericht (1975), 108, with appeal to Schwarwe, Ges. 
Schr. 3 {1959}, 326; Opitz on 281.22Ff. 


). Socrates, HE 2.12.1. 


Socrates, HE 2.12.2-13.7, cf. App. 8. 

Apps. 5, 9 

CSEL 65.67.1-7. Since the cladse must be the large number of deaths in 
Constantineple after Paul's rerun in 341/2, st in 67.4 presumably renders a Greek 
word which stared cause rather than resuft,and I have translated accordingly. 


. Socrates, HE 2.18.12. 

. Socrates, HE 2.18.3-6. 

. App. 9. 

. Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 271-273. 

. Constans is attested in Milan on 4 December 342 (Cb 9.7.3). 


App.9. 
CTb 11.16.53 Firmicus Maternus, De err. prof. rel. 28.6; Libanius, Orat. 59.137— 
140; Ammianus 20.1.1. 


~ Cth 12.1.36. 
. CT 10.10.8°; 12.1.38,cf. App. 9. 


VII. THE COUNCIL OF SERDICA 

Chapter Vil. 

Socrates, HE 2.20.6, The explicit evidence for the date of the Counsil of Serdica is 
cither erroneous or ambiguous. Socrates, HE 2.20.4 (followed by Sozomenus, HE 
3.12.7) alleges that it cook place “inthe eleventh year after the death of Constantine 
in the consular year 347—which is impossible. ‘The Festal Index pois to either 
342 or 343 (15), while a historieal fragment in Cod. Ver. LX (58), fol. 71, has the 
notice: ‘congeegara est synodus consolatu Constantini et Constantin’ aput 
Serdicam,’ Schwartz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 11, 55/6, 325-334, argued that the cor- 
rect date is 342 and emended the date accordingly to ‘consolat Constantii Il ex 
Constantis Il,” white H.-G. Opite subsequently printed this emendation in his edi- 
tion of the fragment in EOMIA 1.637. But the nou'ce could relate tothe summ 
ing of a councd by Coastans rather than to the gathering of the bishops at Serdi 
see Simonetti, Gist (1975), 167 n. 12. 

Fer varied and converg ing arguments in favor of 343 (the date assumed through- 
out the present work), see H. Hess, The Canons of she Council of Serdica, A.D. 
343: A Landmark in the Early Development of Canon Law (Oxford, 1958), 140— 
144; Pietri, Revna (1976), 212/3 n, 3; T. D. Barnes, Emperer and Bishops, A.D. 
324-344: Some Problems," AJAH 3 (1978), 53-76, at67-695 L. W. Barnard, ‘The 
Council of Serdica: Some Problems Reassessed,’ Annuariven Histoviae Conciliorum 
12 (1980), 1-25. However, Schwartz's date of 342 continueste find! advocates: see, 
recently, M. Richard, ‘Le comput paschal par octaétéris,’ Le Muséen 87 (1974), 
307-339, ar 318-327; Brennecke, Hitarius (1984), 25-29; T. G. Ellinee, The Date 
of the Council of Serdica,’ Ancient Hestery Bulletin 2 (1988), 65-72. There seems 
to be noancient evidence that the council met in the sweltering heat of late sommmer, 
as asserted by L. W. Barnard, o.c. 18 (‘perliaps in late August’) 

CSEL 65.128.4-16. 
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For the forms ‘Ossius’ and ‘Seedica’ (Cather than ‘Osius’ and ‘Sardica’), see EOMJA 
1.5323. 

Athanasius is customarily believed, as by K. Baus, in History of the Church, ed. H. 
Jedin and J. Dolan, teans. A. Biggs 2 (New York, 1980),37, 82. 

L. W. Barnard, ‘The Site of the Council of Serdica,’ Studia Patrtstica 17.1 (1982), 
9-13, reprinted rogether with the first part ofthe article cited in n. 2 as “he Coun- 
cil ofSexdica—Twe Questions,’ Anciertt Bulgavia, ed. A. G. Poulter 2 (Nettingharm, 
1983),215~231, 

CSEL 65.119.5-120.6. On the four exbanttexss of this western synodical letter of 
the Council of Serdica, see below n. 30. In the present chapter references are ner- 
mally given to Feder's base text in CSEL 65.103-126 (the version frem Hilaty), 
CSEL 65.58,14-19; Index 15, cf. H. Hess, Canons (1958), 1718. 
CSEL65.121.1-9; His. Av. 15.4. 


). Theeastern bishops reckoned theirown number at eighty (CSEL 65.58.26). That is 


clearly a rounded figure: Sabinus of Heraclea gave the exact number as seventy-six 
(Socrates, HE 2.20.5, repeated withourthe name of the seurce by Sozomenus, HE 
3.12.7}, which appears to be confirmed by tbe surviving list of sigoatories, even 
though it actually contains only seventy-three names (CSEL 65-74-78, cf. Feder, 
Smedien 11[1910}, 70-93). 

Feder, Saidien 11 (1910), 18-62, cf. H. Hess, Canons (1958), 9. The lists of signato- 
ries to the weetern synodical Jeter and to the Serdican canons preserved in collec- 
tions of canon law contain, respectively, sixty-one and fifty-nine names (CSEL 
65.132-139; EOMIA 1.545-559). 


. CSEL 65.48.12-16. On Eurychius and Fortunatus, see Feder, Studéen It (1910), 


113~115, Desiderius seems to be etherwise unknown. 


. CSEL 65.60.1617, 109.7-112.2, 140,4-7. In 60,17 the primary manuscript has de 


hanc with a line of deletion deawn through the two words, Feder prints de hinc as 
the start of a new sentence, but the whole passage will ran far better if one reads: 
“immensa autem confluxerat ad Sardicam rauitrtudo sceleratorum omnium ac 
perditerum adventantium de Constantinopoli, de Alexandria, de [hJAnceyra> ...” 


}. CSEL 65.58.26-59.27. 


 CSEL 65.59.25: ‘per phirunos dies.” 
. CSEL 65.48-78, 
). CSEL 65.58,8-13, 619-12, 66.617. The letter names one of the four couneils in 


question as the Council of Conssantinople in 336, which Cyriacus of Naissus also 
attended (51.15-19), and one of the other three should be the Council of Tyre in 
335: the remaining two will be councils which cendemned Marcellus after his re- 
ram in 337, bur the council which cendemned Paul can only be the Council of 
Constantinople which replaced him with Eusebius of Nicomedia in the autumn of 
337 (Chapter IV, ar nn. 8-10). 

CSEL 65.61.12-22. 

CSEL 65.61.23-30. 

CSEL 65.57,20-22, cf. App. 8 


. CSEL 65.57.18-20: ‘adhuc cum esset episcopus Athanasius, Asclepam deposicum 


sua sententia ipse damnavit If the text is sound, that must mean that Athanasius 
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accepted the deposition of Asclepas when be became bishop of Alewandria. There is 
perhaps a possibility that the original Greek of the eastern synodical letter had 
‘when Athanasius was [not yer] bishop’—-and referred oan action maken by him as 
a delegate ot envoy of Alexander. The fact thar Asclepas was deposed ‘ame desem 
et septem annos’ (56.19) implies that he was condemned by the Council of Antioch 
in 327 presided over by Eusebius of Caesarea, which tried and deposed Eustathius 
of Antioch: see AJAH 3 (1978), 59/60. 

CSEL65.66.16-30. 

CSEL 65.63.23-64.5. A larer passage names the excommunicated allies of the ex- 
iles as Julius, Ossius, Protogenes, Gaudentius, and Maximinus (65.31-66.5). 
CSEL 65.69-73, cf. Syn. 2516. 

Kelly, Creeds! (1972), 275-277. 

CSEL 65,72.4-735, cf. Athanasius, Syn. 25.5%, 26.11. My eranslatron delibecavely 
conflates the various versions. 

Kelly, Creeds' (1972), 276. 

CSEL 65.103,5—104.4, ‘The letter survives in three ether versions. (1) Cad. Ver. LX 
(58), fols, 81'-88", which is edired separately in EOMIA 1.645653, appears to bea 
retroversion from Greek rather than the original Latin: see E, Schwartz, ‘Der 
griechische Text der Kanones von Serdika, ZNW 30 (1931), 1-35; 1. Gelzes, ‘Bas 
Rundschreiben der Synode von Serdica,’ ZNW 40 (1941), 1-24; (2) Athanasius, 
Apol. ¢. Ar. 44-49, contains a list of signatories which adds the names of more than 
nwo hundred bishops who subscribed their names after 343; (3) Theodoretus, HE 
2.8.1-54, like (1), contains a significant passage not in the other two versions (see 
below, at nn. 35-41), 

CSEL 65.104.9-113.7. 

CSEL 65.113.8-125.3, 

CSEL65.125.4~126.3. 

Athanasius, Apol, c Ar. 42-50, quotes a Greek version of the Latin text printed in 
CSEL 65.103-126, followed by a list of two hundred and eighty-three subserp- 
tions, including the priests Archidamus and Philoxenus, who subscribed on behalf 
of Julius of Rome in second place after Ossius who presided (not in the Latin sub- 
scripttons preserved from Hilary {CSEL 65.132-139]}. The same work claims that 
more than three hundred bishops subscribed (Apol. c. Ar. 1.2). 

For a critical sext, see now M. Tetz, ‘Ante emia de sancta fide ct de irtegrinate 
verivatis: Glaubensfragen auf der Synode von Serdica,’ ZNW 76 (1985), 243-269, 
at 252-254, The theological statement is preserved only in the versions of the lettae 
in Theodoretus, HE 2.8.1-52, and Cod. Ver. LX (58), fels. 81-88 (EOMIA 
1645-653). 

Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 277. On its theological content, see also F. Loofs, Das 
Glaubensbekenutn's der Homousioner vor Sardica (Abhandlunges der kértiglichen 
preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Bertin, Philosophisch-historisehe 
Klasse 1909, Abhandlung 1), 11-39; M. Tez, ZNW 76 (1985), 255-266, 

Kelly, Creeds* (1972), 278. 

As S. G. Hall, ‘The Creed of Serdica,’ Studia Patristica 19 (1989), 173-182, 

M. Tetz, ZNW 76 (1985), 266-269. 

Tomusad Antiochenos 5.1. 

EOMIA 1.644, reedited by M. Tere, ZNW 76 (1985), 247/8. 
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. CSEL 65.107.8: ‘Athanasium et Marcellum, Asclepium, et alios’; 122.5~8: 


“carissimos quidem fratres et coep'iscopos nostros Athanasium Alexandriae et 
Maxcellum Ancyro-Galetiae et Asclepium Gazae et eos qui cum ipsis erant 
ministrantes deo innocentes ¢t pures pronunriavimus.” 


. CSEL 65.134 No. 19, of. Feder, Studiets 1 (1910), 32/3. 
 CSEL 65,55.10/1: Paulo Constantinopolitanae civitatis quondam episcopo.” 
. As is often assumed: for example, A. Lippold, ‘Paulus 29,” RE, Supp. 10 (1965), 


510-520; Hanson, Search (1988), 293-306. 


. Chapter Vil, at nn, 20-23, 


Socrates, HE 2.20.12. Photius in the ninth century knew from hagiographical 
sources that Paul was at Serdica as well as vindicated by the council, and he plausi- 
By steres that Ossius on his return to Spain held a council ar Corduba to confirm 
chedecisionsof he Council of Serdica (Bibliotheca 257,476 2 20/1258, 481 b40/15 
Homily 16.617, pp. 158/9 Laonrda, cf. C. Mango, The Homilies of Pbows, Patri- 
arch of Constantinople {Cambridge, Mass., 1958], 238, 271 n. 33). The even later 
Synodicon vetus 43~50 also correctly states that the cases of Paul and Athanashis 
were Imked in the 340s. 

CSEL 65.126-131. 

‘The lerters of Athanasius to the clergy of Alexandria and co the chuirches of the 
Mareotis (EOMIA 1.654-656, 659) and of the council to the churches of the 
Mareotis (EOMIA 1.657/8) cefer to the reading of letters from che addressees at 
sessions of the council. 

Apel. c. Ar. 37-41, with Opite's important textual note on 118.194f. 

EOMIA 1657/8. 

Chr. min, 1.63 (Rome); ledex 15 (Alessandria). 

“The Paschal cycle in Cod. Ver. LX (58), fols. 79*-80", published in B. Schwartz, 
Christliche wid jiidische Ostertafeln (Abbandlungen der kéniglichen Gesellschaft 
der Wissenschaften xu Gétsingen, Philologisch-historische Klasse, NF. 8.6, 1905), 
122/3; B@MIA 1.641~643 includes a list of the dates at which a Jewish commu- 
nity, probably in Asia Minor or Syria, observed Passover from 328 to 343—a fur- 
ther proof, were one needed, that the council met later than the spring of 343, cf. 
TL. C G. Thornton, ‘Problemauical Passovers: Difficulties for Diaspora Jews and 
Early Christians in Determining Passover Dates during the First Three Centuries 
A.D.,' Studia Patrisw'ca 20 (1989), 402-408, at 405 n. 14, 

E Maassen, Geschichte der Quellen send der Literamer dee canonischen Rechts int 
Abendland 1 (Graz, 1870), 50-65, 420-721; H. Hees, Canons (1958), 151-158. 
CC. Muniet, Coneilia Africae A. 345~A. 525 (CCL 149, 1974), 6: ‘nam et memini 
concilii Sardicensis similiter statutomn.” 


5. H, Hess, Canens (1958), 49-67. 
. For the various versionsof the text, see CPG 8553, 8554;en thedave and nature of 


the council, ‘The Date of the Council of Gangra,’ J¥3, N.S. 40 (1989), 121-124. 
See H. Hess, Canons (1958), 138, Table B (For obvious practical reasons 1 have 
follewed the numbering of the canons used by Hess, who gives a concordance to 
other systems in his Canons [1958], 137, Table A.) 

H. Hess, Cartons (2958), 71-136, devotes a separave chapter t0 each of these top- 
ics, which considerin order the followring canons: (i) 1, 2,32, 14, 15, 16, 18-215 (ii) 
5,65 135 lif) 3c, 4, 7, 175 ftv) 8, 10, 9, 102, 11, 12, On the complicated third canon 
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. CSEL 65.181.13—-182. 


NOTES TO PAGES 79-84 


and ecclesiastical appeals, see also Giardet, ‘Appellat’o: Hin Kapitel kirchlicher 
Rechtsgeschichte in den Kanones des vierten Jahrhunderts,’ Historia 23 (1974), 
98-127; Kaisergericht (1975), 120-132; H. C. Brennecke, ‘Rom und der deitte 
Kanon von Sexdika (342)," Zeitschrift der Savigny Stiftung fiir Rechtsgoschichte, 
Kanonistische Abtetlung 69 {1983), 15-45. 


). EOMIA 1.530/1. Also Canon 20 (ib. $26~529). 
|. Canons 3c, 4, 7, cf. H. Hess, Cantons (1958), 109-127. 
. Canons 8-12, cf. H, Hess, Canons (1958), 128-136. 

|. Fer the 


lence and bibliography, see now J. L. Maier, Ledossier du Donatisme 1 
(Texte und Untersuchungen 134, 1987}, 198-254. 


|. W.H. C. Frend, Te Donatist Church (Oxford, 1952), 177-187. 
. @BEL 65.129.15-130.3; Apol. c. Ar 39.1; EOMIA 1.657. 
. CSEL 6$.181~184 (probably not complete). This document, tradit‘onally known 


as Hilary’s Liber F ad Constantiuns, was first correctly identified by A. Wilmart, 
‘Ad Constansixon liber primus de S. Hilaire de Poitiers et les Fragntents 
historiques,’ Revue bénédictine 24 (1907), 149-179, 291-317, cf. Feder, Studien | 
(1910), 133-151. 


IX, ATHANASIUS AND THE MARTYRS OF ABRIANOPOLE 

Chaprer X. 

Chapter IV. 

On this pair of names, see below, n. 8, 

Miillex, Lexicon (1952), 1507, glosses iméyunoay here as ‘scripra scil{icet) priota 
redintegrare.” 

Amvianus 31.6.2; Not. Dig., @riens 11.32, ef. A. H.M. Jones, Later Roman Em- 
pire (Oxford, 1964), 834-836. 

App. 9. The hy pothesis that Consta ius was in Constanunople atthe time of the 
Council of Serdica was advanced by Klein, Constantius (1977), 74 n. 179, though 
he dated the council to 342/3. 

CSEL 65.55.21-24, 134 No. 19; Socrates, HE 2.20.23,cf. Feder, Studien II (1910), 
32/3, 

CSEL 65.137 Nos. 41, 42. Also Apel. c. Ar: 48.2 Nos. 54, 61. The evidence telat- 
ing ro the name and see of both Arius and Asterius is not altogether suaightfor- 
ward, (1) The Hilarian version of the western synodical letter of 343 has ‘Ario 
scilicet ex Palestina <ac> Stefano de Arabia’ (@6EL 65.121.1/2), where the other 
three versions, including that quoted by Athanasius, have Macarius of Palestine 
and Asterius of Arabia. (In Apol. c. Ar. 46.3, Opitz prints the name Arius agatnst 
the consensus of the manuscripts, which unanimously offer Macarius.) (2} 
Athanasius, Hist, Ar, 18.3, stares that Arins’ see was Petra (dnd Terpav Tis 
Tladarotivns), (3) One of the bishops who ateended the Council of Alexandria in 
362 was Asterius, ‘the bishop of Petra in Arabia’ (Tomus ad Antiochenos 10.1: 
Tévpuv Tis "Apafias). There are two possible solutions to the apparentconflict of 
evidence, Feder, Studien Il (1910), 39/40, damned Tlétpav in Apol. c. Ar. 18.3 as an 
intcusive and mistaken gloss: he held that Asterius was bishop of Fetra in 343 and 
returned to bis see under Julian. The alvernatr've is to accept the mannscript reading 
in Apol. c. Ar. 18.3 and to deduce thar Arius was bishop of Petra (which belonged 
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to the province of Palaestina until 357/8, then to Palaestina Tertia}, that the 
Asterius of 343 held some other see, possibly Bostra, and that the Asterius of 362 
was the successor of Arius. 

EOMIA 1.658 Nos. 10, 16. 


. Apel. c. Ar. 46.3 = CSEL6S.120/1. 
. CSEL 65.135 No, 25, Athanasius, Apol. ¢. Ar. 48.2 No. 31, has Diodorus’ name 


but not his see. 


. CSEL 65.120.3-6. 
|. CSEL 65.110 = Apol. ¢ Ar, 43.2, cf. Feder, Suedien 1 (1910), 121. Opitz 120.22 


obetises émé@avev and asserts that decessit in the original Latin of the letter pre- 
served by Hilary means ‘entzog er sich durch die Fluclis,’ which Theodoretus, HE 
2.8.13, correctly renders évéoTm, which in turn becomes surrexit in the Latin receo- 
version in Cod, Ver. LX (58), fols, 81°-88". 


. Canon 17, cf. Feder, Stier Tl (1910), 55/6. 
. SoOpitzon70.10. 

. PLRE 1.268: otherwise totally uaknewm. 

. Also Secrates, HE 2.20.9. 

. So Opitz on 192.9: ‘Achan(asius) wird 346 auf seiner Reise nach Antiochion dott 


vorbeigekoramen sein. 


. Chapter X. 
|. Seccates, HE 2.16. 


App. 5. 
CT 13.4.3. 


3. CTb 11.22.1, cf. ‘Praetorian Prefects, 337-361,’ ZPE 94 (1992), 249-260, at 254, 
Chapter X. 


X. RETURN TO ALEXANDRIA 
‘Theodoretus, HE 2.8,54-10.2. 
PLRE 1.796; Consuls (1987), 230/1. Theoderemus may, however, have conflated 
the embassy of the winter of 343/4 with a laver one (below, at nn. 12—15). 
Athanasius dates this creed chree years later than the creed taken 10 Trier in 342, 
that is, two years laret on inclusive reckening (Sy. 25.1, 26.1, ef. Chapter VIL, at 
nn, 23-27), 
Kelly, Creeds’ (1972), 279, cf. Brennacke, Hilarius (1984), 53-56. 
‘On the theology of Photinus, see M. Simonetti, Suedi sull’Arianesimo (Rome, 
1965), 135-159; L. A. Speller, ‘New Light on the Photinians: The Evidence of 
Ambrosiaster, JTS, N.S. 34 (1983),88-113, He appears to have become bishop of 
Sinnium shortly after the Council of Serdica, when the atrested Euterius a 
Pannoniis was ptesamably bishop of the city (CSEL 65.137 No. 40, cf. Fedex, 
Suudien Il (Vienna, 1910], 39). 
Chapter IK, cf. App. 8. 
Chaprer VII, at nn. 15-16. 
App. 9. The date of the council is deduced from Liberius’ staremem in his letter €0 
Consmustiuy, apparently in the winter of 353/4, that it occurred arte annos octo 
(CSEL 65.91.19}—though ‘VU should perhaps be emended to “VII to allow for 
inclusive reckoning. 
CSEL 65.146.8-18. 
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|. CSEL 65,91.15~-23 (Liberius in 353/4); 142.17~19 (from Hilary's connecting nar- 


tative); 144.4-14 = Apol. c. Ar, 58.3/4 (the libellus submited by Ursacius and 
Valens co Julius in 347), 


. ChapterVi, atnn.31-32. 
. Socrates, HE 2.22.5. 
. Asit was by E. Schwartz, ‘Zur Kirchengeschichte des vierten Jahrhunderss,” ZNW 


34 (1935), 129~213, at 139 n. 1, reprinted in his Gesammelte Schriften 4 (Berlin, 
1960), 1-110, at 13 n. 1; Opitz on 193.14. Gurardet, Kaisergeriabt (1975), 145, 
accepts ‘den sachlichen Kern dieser Mitteilungen,’ but denies that Socrates’ actual 
quotavion can be authentic. Most recently, Hansen, Search (1988), 30718, rejects 
the letter on rwo grounds: first, that Constans was not so irresponsible as to ‘plunge 
the Empire inte civil war ... for the sake of a few bishops’; second, that Athanasius? 
silence ‘tells against auchentic'ry.” 


. Rufinus, HE 10.20 (986.20-23): ‘scribit ad fratrem pro certo se cemperisse, quod 


sacerdos dei summi Athanasius iniuste fogas et exilia pateretur. hunc recte faceret si 
absque ulla molestia Ieco suo restitueret; si id nellet, sibi curae Futarum, ut ipse id 
impleret regni efus intima penetrans et poenas dignissimas de auctoribus sceeris 
sumens.” 


. Philostorgius, HE 3.12; Theodoretus, HE 2.8.53~55. 
}.. Theodoretus, HE 2.8.53: ‘the letter contained not only exhortation and adviee, but 


also a threat suitable to a pious emperor.’ 


. Sozomenus, HE 3.20.1. 
. Philostorgius, HE 3.12: ‘Athanasius has come to meand preved that the bishopric 


at Alewandria belongs to biz. let him recover it through you, since he will lother- 
wise] recover it by the ferce of my arins,” 

CTh 10.10.7,c6, PLRE 1.310/1. 

On these men, see briefly “Christians and Pagans in the Reign of Constantius,” 
LEglise et Uempire ax IV sitcle (Entretiens sur lantiquité clossique 34 
IVandoeuvres, 1989}, 301-337, at 313. Polemius and Datianus were ordinary 
consuls in 338 and 358, while Taurus and Hlorentins held the fasces together in 
361. For Thalassius, see above, at n. 7; Chapter VIL, at nn. 15-16; XII at a. 2, 
Consuls (1987), 226/7. The only strictly contensporary artesvation of this imperial 
consulave from the territory ofConstans is a pairof gold multiples from themint of 
Siscia which depict Constantius and Constans in consular robes with an attendant 
holding a palm branch berween them (RIC 8.356,Siscia Nos. 105, 106,cf. 341/2). 
At Rome and in Ivaly the dating formula post sonsulatume Amarai et Albini per- 
sisted until at least September—and there is no contemporary document from the 
last three months of the year. 

Girardet, Kaisergericht (1975), 150, puts the summons to the court of Constans in 
summer 345 and Athanasius’ visit to Rome early in 346. That seems tooearly. 
Socrares, HE 2,23.15~32, offers a fuller tex: it seems that Athanasius has euntted 
part of the leer out of modesty (Chapter III n. 39). 

‘The former was the roure taken by Geomanicus and Lucius Verus; for the routes of 
pilgcims in the fourth century, ste E.D. Hunt, Hely Land Pilgrimage in the later 
Roman Empire (Oxford, 1982), 52 (map). Observe also that, after his deporeation 
by Philippus, Socrates sates that Paul of Constantinople went from Thessalonica 
to Italy by way of Corinth (HE 2.17.12). Athanasius’ laver correspondence with 
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Epiceetus, the bishop of Corinth, may reflect an acquaintance made in 346 (Chap- 
rer XVI at n. 74), but his visit to Adrianople should be assigned to 344 (Chapter 
1X). 


, Sozomenus, HE 3.20.4, 
3. Sozomenus, HE 6.24.7. 
22 


Gregory of Nazianzus, Orat. 21.29—comparing the event to Christ’s entry into 
Jerusalem, cf. A. K. Bowman, Egypt after the Pharaohs, 332 BC-AD. 642 
@erkeley, 19863, 217. It should be noted that Gregory appears to cenvlate the re- 
turn of 346 with those of 337 and 362 (27-29). 

On the corer of Marcellus after 345, see M. Tetz, ‘Zur ‘Theotogie des Markell von 
Ancyra. ly’ ZKG 83 (1972), 145-194; ‘Markellianer und Athanasius,’ ZNW 64 
(1975}, 75-121. The Council of Siemium whick: is alleged to have condemned 
Marcellus in 347 or 348 is unhistocical (App. 10). 


. CSEL 65.147.10-22 (a narrative fragment ef Hilary). 
). Socrates, HE 2.23.42; Sozomenus, HE 3.24.3. A rerurn to Ancyra in 344 or 345 is 


postulated by Hanson, Searay (1988), 219/20, with appeal to E. Schwarw, ZNW 
34 (1935), 142; V.C. De Clercq, Ossis of Cordova: A Contribution te the History 
of the Constarainian Period (Washington, 1954), 417/8, 


. Chapter XVIL 
32. 
33. 


Epiphanius, Pan. 72.11, cf. M. Terz, ZNW 67 (1973), 75-121. 
Epiphanis, Pan. 72.1.1, cf. EOMIA 1.30, 50, $1 ‘the list of bisheps who attended 
the Council of Ancyca in 314). 


. To the period after the Council of Serdhica belong the majority of the works, fer 


which modern scholarship has established Marcellus’ authorship—the Sermo 
maior de fide, the Expositio fidei, the Contra Theopaschitas/Epistula ad Liberium, 
and the Be Incarnatione et contra Arianos (CPG 2803-2806): see F. Scheidweilet, 
‘Wer ist der Verfasser des sog. Sermo Maior de Fide? BZ 47 (1954), 333-357; M, 
Tew, Zur Theologie des Markel! ven Ancyra,’ ZKG 75 (1964), 217-270; 79 
(1968), 3-42s 83 (1972), 145-194; J. T. Lienhard, 'Marcellus of Ancyra in Modern 
Research, Theological Studies 43 (1982), 486-5035 ‘Basil of Caesarea, Marcellus 
of Ancyca, and “Sabellius,”” Church History 58 (1989), 157~167. 


. Canon 1. 
36. 
37. 


Basil, Ep. 69.2. 
Epiphanivs, Pan. 72.4.4, 


XU. THE CONBEMNATION OF 349 AND ITS CONTEXT 
‘The letters which Athanasius wrote for the Easters of 341 and 342 survive in the 
Syciac corpus of the Festal Letters (13, 3}, which also contains notifications of the 
date of the Fasters of 345 and 346 written in 344 and 345 respectively (17, 18). 
The absence of other festal letters forthe period of Athanasius’ second exile by no 
means proves that he weete none (App. 1). 
EOMIA 1.654,657,659. 
Apol. c Ar. 37-413 FOMIA 1.65718. 
EOMIA 1.654-656, 659-662. 
Chapters VII, IX; App. 8. 
@ne pair of names, consecutive in the document ro which they subscribed 
(Apol. c An 78.7 Nos. 5, 6), belongs to joint bishops of a single see— 
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Ammonianus and Tyrannus of Antinoopolis (Festal Letter 19.10). 

Letter to Serapion (in thecollection of Festal Letters), f. App. 1, at nn. 47-51. 
CSEL 65.7617 Nos. 34, 41, 42, 52, 53, 58: for their known careers, see Feder, 
Studien 13 (1910), 79-86. To judge from his name, Ammomius, whese see ‘isnot 
specified (No. 66), should a'so be an Egyptian: be could be the Melitian bishop of 
Biospolis Superior, cf. Camplani, Lettere (1989), 296/7. 

L. T. Lefort, CSC@ 151 = Scriptores Coptici 20 (Louvain, 1955), 28.30-29.14, 
33.32-34.16, 39.28-36, 41-45 (French translation}. 


|. Ptolemaeus of Thmuis and Apollonius of Oxyrhynchus (Spx. 12.3; Epiphanius, 


Pan. 73.26.6,cf. Libellus precum 100 |CSEL 35. 36]). 

Camplans, Lettere (1989), 262-282. 

P. J. Sijpestein and K. A. Worp, Zwei Landlisten: aus dem Hermupolites (P. 
Landlisten) (Studia Amstelodamensia 7 [Zurphen, 1978]: on the date, R.A. 
Bagnall, ‘The Date of the Hermopolite Land Registers: A Review Article,” Bulletin 
of the American Society of Papyrologists 16 (1979), 159-168; W. van Gucht, 
“Some Egyptian Bishops and the Date of P. Landliscen,” Atti def XVII Congresso 
internationale di papirologia (Naples, 1984), 1135-1140. 


. A. K, Bowman, ‘Landholding in the Hermopolite Nome in the Fourth Century 


AD.,’ JRS-75 (1985), 137-163. 


. BJ. Sijpestern and K. A. Warp, Landlisten (1978), G 298, 305, $12; F 147,510, 


519,731; Anh. 50, cf. W. van Gucht, Atti (1984), 1135-1140; T. D. Barnes, /75, 
NSS. 42 (1991), 729. The appointment of Arion as bishop of Antinoopolis in place 
of Ammonius and Tyrannus is approved by Athanasius in Festal Letter 19.10: he 
added his name to the synodical letser of the wescern bishops at Serdica after 
Athanasius returned to Alexandria (Apol. c. Ar. 49.3 No. 195: Opita on 129 duly 
noted the ether evidence). Priests appear at G 552; F 771, 809, 818; and one entry 
relates co church propery (G 534). 


. HI. Bell, V. Martin, E. G, ‘Turnet, and D. van Berchem, The Abinnaeus Archive: 


Papers of a Roman Officer in the Reign of Constantixs Il (Oxford, 1962),cf.T. D. 
Barnes, ‘The Career of Abinnaeus,’ Phoenix 39 (1985), 368-374. A further popy- 
ns from the archive, net included in that collection, refers to ‘the priest of the vil- 
lage’: see Santmelbuch 11380, published by R. Rémondon, ‘Un papyrus inédit des 
archives d'Abinnaeus (P. Betlin inv. 11624)," Jounal of juristic Papyrology 18 
(1974), 33-37. On the other hand, P. Abint, 65 = P. Geneva 60 dovs not belong to 
the archive: see H. Cadell, ‘P. Genéve 60, B.G.U. 11456 et le probléme du bais en 
Egypte,’ Chronique d’Egypze 51 (1976), 331-348. 


. P. Abinn. 1, 44. On the chronology of Abinnaeus’ movements, see Phoenix 39 


(1985), 369/70. Valacius is attested as dx in 340 and perhaps in 339: P. @ 
3793, with J. R. Rea, @xyrhynchus Papyri $5 (Lendon, 1988), 63/4, 224 (eem- 
mentary on P. @xy. 3820.14). He may well, therefore, have arrived in Egypt in 338 
with Philagrius and Arsact'us (Chapter IV, at n. 43), 


. P. Abinn. 2, Thedraft petition of 340 or 341 (which has corrections and variants in 


Abinnaeus’ own hand) and this letter from Valacius are the only documents in the 
archive te be written in Latin. 


. P. Abinn, 58, 59. 
. Vita Antonis 86; Hist. Ar. 14.4, 
|. P. Abinn. 47, 55, 
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‘As suggested in Phoenix 39 (1985), 373/4, on the basis of a perition to Abinnaeus 
dated 11 February 351 by one who describes himself as ‘a deacon of the catholic 
charch’ {P. Abinn, $5). 

Chapter IM, at n. 3. 

Sozomenus, HE 2.31; Index 11. The Life of Antony 69-71 records the visit, but 
includes no reference to Athanasius. 

Vita Antonii 91: Antony received new from Athanasius the pallium which he be- 
queathed him. 

Sancti Pachomii Vita Prima 120 (ed, F. Halkin, Sancti Pacheniii Vitae Graecae 
[Subsidia Hagiographica 19, 1932], 77/8). 

PG 25.524-533 = Opitz 303~308,cf. M. Tetz, ‘Zur Biographie des Athanasius von 
Alexandrien,’ ZKG 90 (1979), 304-338, at 325-329. 

CSEL 65.142.17-19: ‘igitur ad tollendum ex episcopatu Fotinum, gai ante bien- 
nium jam in Mediolanensi synodo etat haerericus daranatus, ex plurimis provineiis 
congregantur sacerdotes.” 

CSEL 65.142.20-145.4. Ursacius and Valens composed and submitted their letver 
to Julius in Rome itself (CSEL 65.143.4-6, 145.6/75 Hist, Ar. 26.1, 29.2, 44.5). 
Against the tradiv‘onal view that the council of 347 met in Sirmium or Milan, see 
App. 10, Bishopsof Rome made it a principle not to attend councils of bishopsheld 
in other cities: M. Wojtowytsch, Papsttun und Konzile von den Auféngen bis 
zu Leo | (440-461): Studien zur Entstellurg der Uberordnumg des Papstes ber 
Konzile (Papste und Papstium 17 [Stuttgart. 1981}). 


. CSEL6S.145.5-16. 
|. The other evidence is entirely consistent with the hypethesis that Paulinus became 


bishop of Trier in 347: see Chapter VII n, 12. 


« Socrates, HE 2.26.6, 5.9.1. 
. On the interpretation of this difficalt passage, see App. 8. 
|. Engentus of Nicaea arended the Council of Antioch which deposed Athanasius in 


349 ozomenus, HE 4.8.4), while Cecropius was translated from Laodicea in 
Phrygia to replace Amphion, who is attested as bishop of Nicomedia in 343 (CSEL 
65.48.12-15), allegedly as a reward for intrigues against the orthodox {Letter zo 
the Bishops of Egypt and Libya 7; Hist, Ar. 74.5). He artended the Council of 
Sicmium in 351 (CSEL 65.170.6) and died in the earthquake of 24 August 358 
(Sozomenus, HE 4.16.5), 

Sozomenus, HE 4.8.3/4, with a reference back to 3.20.1 (Chapter X n, 17). 
Sozomenus, HE 4,7,3-8.2. Hence the council has often been dated to 351 orlater: 
Hanson, Search (1988), 325, 338 (351 or possibly 352); A. Martin, Sources 
chrétiennes 317 (Paris, 1985), 184 n, $9 (351 or 352); Brennecke, Hilarius (1984), 
117-121 (352); K. M. Girardet, ‘Conswance Il, Athanase, et Edit d’Arles (353): A 
propos de la politique refigieuse de tempereur Constance Il,’ Politique et théologie 
(1974), 63-91, at 67, 82 (probably 352); C. Piétri, ‘La question d’Athanase vue de 
Rome (338-360),’ Pelitique et shéologie (1974), 93-126, at 119; Rewa (1976), 
237 (355); Opine on 68 (356 at the eacliest). 

App.6, 

See Kopécek, Neo-Arian'srt (1979), 103, 133 (dating the council ro 347 or 348). 
Also in favor of a dace before 350, see Seeck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 135; Klein, 
Constantius (1977), 81/2. 
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Chapter HL 


The manvscriprs of the Defértse against the Arians omit the second lettes, but have 
a scribal note to the effect that it was virtually identical with the preceding letter. 
The First letter, however, contains passage (40.3) which Opitz on 118.19ff. plausi- 
bly identified as a stray fragment of the second. 

Chapter 89, which cefers to events of 357, must bea later additt‘on (App. 2). 


XII. THE USURPATION OF MAGNENTIUS 

Vitor, Cass. 41.23/4, For Victor's homophobia, cf. Caes. 28.6/7. The Epitome de 
Caesaribus has a subsmotially similar indictment, but adds that Consans was 
‘nulla a barbaris formidine’ (41.24)—an aspersion emphatr cally conwadicted by 
Ammianus 30.7.5. Eutropius is more favorable, allowmg an initial period when 
Canstans’ rule was just and energetic before he slipped into gravia vitia (Brev. 
10.9.3). 
Chr. min. 1.237; Jerome, Chronicle 237°, 
“The most precise evidence is provided by a scholiast on Julian, Orat. 3, 9c: see J. 
Bidez, “Amiens, ville natale de empereur Magnence,’ Revie des éudes anciennes 
27 (1925), 312-318. 
For the numerous sources, which supply complementary details, see PLRE 1.220. 
Cir. mint, 1.69. For a full discussion of the career of Titianus (consul in 337), see 
Chastagnol, Fastes (1962), 107—111. 
RIC 8.325/6 Aquileia 122 appears to celebrate his arrival in Aquileia near the be- 

inning of March, cf. A. Jeloznik, ‘Les multiples d'or de Magnence découverts & 
Emons,’ Reve muonicmatique 9 (1967), 209-235, at 215/6. (The article is e- 
printed in its original language in Arheoloski Vestnik 19 [1968}, 201-220.) 
For the numereus partial accounts of the ‘usurpation,’ see PLRE 1.954. 
Constantina was the widow of Hannibalianus, who had been killed in 337 (Origo 
Constantini Imperatoris 35; Amnianus 14.1.2). Her role in the proclamation of 
Verran‘o is recorded in Chr. ntin, 1.2375 Philostorgius, HE 3.22. That she resided in 
Rome in the 340s is inferred from the fact that she buitt the basilica of St. Agnes 
and a monastery in the city and was buried by the Via Nomentana (PLRE 1.222). 
PLRE 1.624. For Nepotianus’ coinage, see RIC 8.261 Rome 16617, 265/6 Rome 
198-203; J. and D. Gricourr, ‘Le pronunciamentode Népotien ev ses répercussions 
sur lorganisation et Je fenctfonnement des hdvels monétaires de Rome, d'Arles, et 
dAquilée,’ Mélangee de numismatique offers a Pierre Bastien (Werteren, 1987), 
217-231. 
Fer the complicated negotiations of 350, see the table in J. Saéel, ‘The Strugele be- 
tween Magnentius and Conswanbius II for Staly and Ityricum,’ Ziva artika 21 
(1971), 205-216, at 209. 


|, Zenaras 13.8. Onthe date (whichis controverted),see P. Bastien, Lemonnayaye de 


Magnence (350-353/ (Wetvern, 1983), 15/6; Décence, Poemenius: Preblémes de 
chronologie,’ Quaderni ticinesi: Numismatica eantichita classicbe 12 (1983), 177- 
189. D. Gricourt, Mélanges de numismatique offerte 2 Pierre Bastien (Wereren, 
1987),221, argues for June. The fact that Decentius became consul only in 352, 
not 351, creates a preswnption that he was proclaimed Caesar in 351 rather than 
350 (Consuls (1987), 239). But Gaiso, who shared the consulave of 351 wish 
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Magnentius, had killed Constans for hin (Epit. de Caos. 41.23; Zosimnus 2.42.5) — 
and may already have been designaved consul for 351 before Decentius was pro- 
claimed Caesar. 

Zosimus 4.43.1;Jehn of Antioch, frag. 187, cf. PLRE 1.488/9. Justina later be- 
‘eame the second wife of Valentinian: for the hypothesis that her father, Justus, was 
the son of Vettius Justus, consul in 328, and a daughter of the Caesar Crispus, see 
New Empire (1982), 44, 103, 

Socrates, HE 4.31.11~13, reporws that Justus governed Picenum ‘in the time of 
Constantus’ and was executed by Constantius because of a dream in which his 
daughter gave birth co an emperor, PLRE 1.490 puts his gevernorship of Aemilia 
and Piceoum becween 352 and 361, but a date before 350 is preferable:Justus was 
presumably put to death in 352 or 353 for consenting to his daughter’s marriage to 
the defeated usurper, ef. J. Rougé, ‘Justine, la belle Sicilienne,” Latest 33 (1974), 
676-679. 


. ILS 742 {a milestone between Pavia and Turin). The mine of Arles advertised 


Vict{oria) Augtust) Libfertas) Romstana) | Romanor{um} | Romani) orbtis) (RIC 
8.213/4 Arles 131/2, 158/9). 


. RIC 8.261 Rome 168, 266/7 Rome 207/8, cf. W. Kellner, Libertas und 


Christegranm Mot'vgeschichitiche Untersuchungen aur Miinzpragung des Kai- 
sers Magnentius (350-353) (Biss. Freiburg, publ. Karlsruhe, 1968), 15-56. 


. RIC 8157 Trier 260. 
5. Constantine (1981), 75,209, 
. J. Zegles, Zur religiésen Haltung det Gegenkaiser im: 4. Jh. n, Chr. (Frankfurter 


Althistorische Studien 4 [Opladen, 1970)), 53-69. 


. Eusebius, VC 2.45.1. In fevor of accepting Eusebius’ clear statement that 


Constantine prohibited sacrifiee {which is usually discounted), see Constantine 
(1981), 210/1; ‘Constantine's Prohibin‘on of Pagan Sacrifice,’ American Journal of 
Philology 105 (1984), 69-72; ‘Christians and Pagans in the Reign of Constantius.” 
LEglise et Pempine au IV siécle (Entrewens sur Vantiquisé classique 34 
[Vandoeuvres, 1989]), 301~337, at 322-325, 330. 

CTb 16.10.1. 

Firmicus Maternus, De er prof. rel. 28.6. 

H. Broise and J, Scheid, Recherches archéologiques da Magliana: Le balneum des 
freres arvales (Roma anti‘ca 1, 1987), 275-277. 

CTb 16.10.5, cf.J. Ziegler, Zur religidsen Haltung (1970), 67/8. 

P. Salama, ‘Lempereor Magnence et les provinces africaines Mélanges de 
mamismatique offers a Pierre Bastien {Wetteren, 1987), 203-216. 

Athanasius does not name Magnencius in connection with Pan?’s death: for the 
hypothesis that he was executed, though nor deposed and exiled, for weasenable 
correspondence with Magnentius, see App. 8. 

Apol. ¢, Ar. 49.1 Nos, 85, 112. Opicz on 127 declared thatthe acta of the Council 
of Cologne in 346 (C. Munier, Cencilia Galliae A. 314-A. 506 [CCL 148, 1963}, 
27-29) were ‘unzweifelbar echt’: in fact, the acta area fergery of the eighth century, 
but the forger appears to have used a genuine list of the names of Gallic bishops 
from the 340s: see H. C, Brennecke, ‘Synodum congregawit contra Euphratam 
nefandissimum episcopum: Zur angeblichen Kélner Synode gegen Euphraves,’ 
ZKG 90 (1979), 176-200. The names in the heading of the letter (27) include 
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‘Maximinus of Triet—who is otherwise frst arrested as bishop in 347 (Chapter XI, 
at nn, 29-30). 


. For rabre note (Opitz 285.16), read tara; wore. 
As argued in Chaprer X1, 
. Athanasius quores a different Greek translation of the same Latin original in Hist. 


Ar. 24, 


. App. 9. 

). Seeck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 103, 429/30. 

. On Julius Constantius, see New Empire (1982), 108. 

+ Soctaves, HE 3.1, and Soromenus, HE 5.2.9, allege that he was spared beeause he 


was ill and expected to die. julian’s mether was Basilina, the daughter of Julianus, 
the former practorian prefect of Licinius (Libanius, Ovat. 18.8/9): she died a few 
tntonths after her son was born (Julian, Misopogon 22, 352b). 

Julian, Ep. ad Ath. 271c~272a, The role of George is deduced from the fact that he 
allowed the young Julian to borrow and transcribe books from his library (Ep. 107, 
3780). Icis not relevant here whether the six years run from 342 to 348 or from 344 
10350. 

Chr. min, 1.2383 Philesvergius, HE 3.26*. 


exaannt account is in Zosimus 2.4553, which Seeck, Geschiabte 4 (1911), 435, de- 
rived from a panegyric of Constantius. on problems in it, see N. H, Baynes, ‘A Note 
of Interrogation,’ Byzantion 2 (1925), 149-151; E Paschond, Zosimte: Histoire 
nowvelle 1 (Paris, 1971), xlii, 120/1, 253-261. 


5. RIC 8.372 Siscia 318/9. J. P. C. Kent dates the issue to Seprember 351 and argues 


that Magnentius held the city for a month before the Battle of Mursa (ib. 345). 


. Orr. min, 1.237. On the high easualties, see Eutropius, Bre. 10.12.15 Jerome, 


Chronicle 238%; Epit. de Caes. 42.2. 


= App. 9, at n. 30. 
. AE 1982,383 (an epitaph dated by the consuls Decentius and Paulus). A hoard at 


Emona appears to reflecs the flight of Magnentius’ officials: A. Jelognik, Revue 
numismatique’ 9 (1967), 226-231. 


. The governor of Aemilia and Picennm transferred his loyalty rapidly: see G. 


Camedeca, ‘Per la redazione dei fasti delle provincie italiche: Fl. Romulus, 
consularis Flaminiae et Piceni nel 352(-3),’ ZPE 28 (1978), 151-158. He reinter- 
prets AE 1975.358 = 1978.290 (near Urbs Salvia) and reedits AE 1951.17(Alba 
Fucens). 


|. Chr. mins. 1.69, cf. Chastagnol, Pastes (1962), 135-139. 
|. RIC 8.188/9 Lyons 153-176, cf. W. Kellnex, Libertas sind Christograunn (1968), 


63-80. 

RIC 8.164/5 Trier 328-337; Ammianus 15.6.4, cf. J. BC. Kent, The Revolt of 
Trier aga’ ust Magnentius,’ Numismatic Chronidle’ 19 (1959), 185-108; P. Bastien, 
Quaderni ticinesi 12 (1983), 187-189. 

Chr. min, 1.2385 Eutropins, Brew 10.12.2, cf. Seeck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 439. 
Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 7.3, divertes from the narrative sources which record 
the death of Magnentius by making him hang (not stab} himself. 

CTh 9.38.2,cf. CJ12.1.5. 


. Ammianus 14.5.1, cf. ‘Structure and Chronology in Ammianus, Book 14,’ HSCP 
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92 (1989), 413-422, ar 419, 


. App.9 
. Matthews, Arians (1989), 34/5, 406-408, 


Especially Thalassius, the praetorian prefect, and the quaestor Montins 
(Philostorgius, HE 3.26". 


). Ammianus 14.11.6-34. 
), Anunianus 15.! 


-34, 8.19. 

Matthews, Awmiants (1989), 81-93. 

For Athanasius’ attacks on Constantius, see Chapter XIV; for Hilary's, Chapter 
XVI, at mn. 54-57, The abuse which Lacifer heaped on the enaperer is catalogued 
ar length in W. Tiewee, Lusifer von Calaris und die Kirchenpolitik des Constantius 
(Diss. Tabingen, 1976): in De non parcendo in deum delinquentibus alone, 
Constantius is compared to Saul, Holofernes, Antiechus IV, Herod, Judas Iscariot, 
and the Jewish high priests whotried Jesus. K. M. Girardet, ‘Kaiser Konstantius I 
als “Episcopus Episcoporum” und das Herrscherbild des kirchlichen Widersta ndes 
(Osius von Corduba und Lvcifer vou Caralis),’ Historia 26 (1977), 95-128, aptly 
observes thatthe heated abuse ef Constantius does not prove that his treatment of 
the Christian church differed from that of his fathes. 

Jerome, De vir ill. 112, staves that Cyril composed the werk in adulescentia, 

E M. Young, Frem Nicaea te Chaleedon (Londen, 1983), 125. On Cyril’ career 
and theulogy, see esp. E.J. Yamnold, TRE 8 (1981), 261-266; R. C. Gregg, ‘Cyril of 
Jerusalern and the Arians,’ Arianism (1985), 85-109. 

Hanson, Search (1988), 402-413, 

Jetome, De vir. ill. 112: ‘saepe pulsus ecclesia et receptus ad extremum, sub 
“Theodosio principe octo annos inconcussum episcoparum tenuit.” The Chronicle 
Bives the following succession of bishops of Jerusalem: Cyril, Eutychius, Cyril 
again, Irenacus, Cyril for the third time, Hilarius, Cyril for the fourth rime (237*). 
Epiphanius, Pax, 66.20.3, shows Hilarius in possession ef the see in 376, 
Theodorerus, HE 2,25.6, 

Jerome, Chronicle 237%, 

Cyril's letter (BHG? 413 = CPG 3587) is best edited by E. Bihain, Lépitre de 
Cyrille de Jérusalem a Constance sur fa vision de la croix (BHG? 413),” Byzantion 
43 (1973), 264-296. The lecrer gives the nones of May as the day (4.17); that the 
yeat was 351 (not 350) is steongly implied by Socrates, HE 2.28.22, cf. Chr. nti 
1.23718, 

RIC8.416Thessalonica 146; C. Brenot, ‘Sirmivm d’aoiic a octobre 351: La reprise 
des émissions de billon d’aprés le tréser de Kosmaj,’ Mélanges de numismatique 
offerts a Pierre Bastien (Wetceren, 1987), 233-239 No. 1 (Sirmium, probably 
minted shortly before the Battle of Mursa). 

Sulptcius Severus, Chron. 2.38.5-8, 


XII. SIRMIUM, ARLES, AND MILAN 
Soctaves, HE 2.28.23, 29.1, whence Sozomenus, HE 4.6.4, Socrates states that the 
bishops who attended included not only Marcus of Arethusa, George of Alexan- 
dria, Basil ef Ancyra, PancratiusofPelustum, Hypatianus of Heraclea, and theappar- 
ently inseparable Ursacius and Valens, but also Ossius—which must reflect some 
confusion with his visirto Sirmium in 357. A fuller list is peeserved in the fragments 
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deriving frem Hilary (CSEL 65.170.3-8, cf. Feder, Studien & [1910], 101-103): it 
includes Narcissus, Theodorus, Eudoxius, Cecropius, Macedonivs, and Acacius, 
but not Pancratius or Hypatianus. 

Epiphanius, Pan. 71.1.5-8. However, Zosimus 2.48.5 states that Thalassius was 
sull with Constantius shortly before the Battle of Mursa. On the wider significance 
of Epiphanius’ list of witnesses, see ‘Christians and Pagans in the Reign of 
Constamtius,’ LEghse et enpire au IV siécle (Entretiens sur Vantiquité classique 
34 [Vandoeuvres, 1989}), 301-337, at 314/5. 

As asserted by Sceck, Regasten (1919), 198; PLRE 1.879: ‘the committee which 
tried Photinus.* On the impossibility of such a ‘trial,’ see Chapter XVIII. 

Socrates, HE 2.29.4, cf. Hist. Ar. 74.5. 

Hilary, Syn. 38; Athanasius, Syn, 27, cf, Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 281/2. 

Sulpicius Severus, Chron. 2.37.5: ‘gitur Arriani astuto consilio miscent innoxium 
critinosis, dammationemque Photin’ et Marcelli et Athanasii eadem sententia 
comprehendunt* 

‘Chapter XH. 

Below, aton. 21-25. 

The essential argumenw are set out by K. M. Girardet, ‘Constance I, Athanase, et 
PEdit d’Arles (353): A propos de ka pol'tique religieuse de lempereur Constance Il, 
Politique et théotogie (1974), 63-91. Unforcunately, he spoils 2 conipelling case by 
identifying the sententiae Oriertatizmm te which Constantius required assent in 355 
(Liberius, Ep. ad Eusebiwn 1.1.2 (CCL 9.121.7-9) with the smrodical leer of a 
council which he supposes to have met in Antioch in 347/8 (73-83). The counter. 
arguments which Brennecke, Hilarius (1984), 184~192, matshalsageinst Girardet 
are not valid against the modified form of his thes'ts adopted here. The direct evi- 
dence (Fug. 4.2; Hist. Ar 31.36; Liberius, Ep. ad Eusebiumt 1.1.2; Sulpicius 
Severus, Chron. 2.39) makes it clear thatthere was an imperial edict requiring all 
bisheps to accept the decisions of a council of eastern bishops which contained 
both a condemnation of Athanasius and a creed, and that imperial officials carried 
the relevant document through the provinces for signature by individual bishops 
upon pain of exile. Moreaver, Lucifer of Caralis net only refers to the edict con- 
demning Athanasius, butalso prowsts constantly that Constantius is both persecur- 
ing Athanasius and championing heresy: see esp. De Athanasio 1.10,58-64 
Diercks, 2.30.15~51; De non conveniendo ent haerewais 6, 9.60-63, 12; De nen 
parcendo in deums det mquertibus 9.2224, 3548-423 Moriundum esse Pre dei filio 
2.27-37, 9.44-24, 12.41-S2. 


). CSEL 65,155.7~9; Cin. min. 1.76. 
. A centemperary source gives the day as 21 May (Chr. min. 1.76}: in favor of 17 


May, see L, Duchesne, Le Liber Portficalis 1 (Paris, 1883), ccl. 


. Chapters IV, VE 

. CSEL 65.155,5-22. 

}, CSEL 65.90.13-21 = CCL 8.312.42-5S. 

i. CSEL 65.90.18/9 = CCL 8.312.52/3. On this Roman council of late 352, see E. 


Caspar, Geschichte des Papsttioms 1 (Tubingen, 1930), 169-171; Piétri, Roma 
(1976),238-241, 


- CSEL 65,167.4-7: ‘inter haec [s uncethese are the opening words of the extract, 


their reference is unclear] . .. multi ex Italia coepiscopi convenerunt, qui mecum 
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religiosissimum imperatorem Constantium fuerant deprecati, ut iuberet, sicut ipsi 
placierat dudum, concilium ad Aquileiam congcegari.’ 

App. 4. 

‘Athanasius’ argument assumes that these quowations feom third-century writers are 
genuine: L. Abramowski, ‘Dionys von Rom (268) und Dionys von Alexandrien 
(4264/5) in den arianischen Steeitigkeiten des 4. Jahthunderws, ZKG 93 (1982), 
240-272, contends thar they come from a pseudonymous work compesed ¢. 340. 
The nine docements queted in Dec. 33-42 are also edited by Opitz as Urkunsden 
22, 4ay Ab, 23, 25, 33, 34, 27, 28 respectively. 

See esp. F Dinsen, Homoeusios: Die Geschichte des Begriffs bis zum Konzil vor 
Kenstantinepel (381) (Diss, Kiel, 1976), 115-153; G. C. Stead, ‘Homousios 
(xoo%ov0s),” RAC 16 (1992), 364-433. Both these scholars adopt the conventional 
date of 350/1 for On the Council of Nicaea. 

Sezomenus, HE 4.9.6. 

The Defense refers to an individual accuser © xaTiiyepos) at 3.1, 5.1, 7.1, 17.2, 
17.6, 19.6, though plural slanderers also appear (3.4, 3.8). The fictive setting is 
leasest in remarks such as ‘I wish that he {the accuser], whoever he is, could have 
been here’ (8.1) and ‘Since they have dared to speak against me before you’ (12.1). 


. Gwatkin, Arianism’ (1900), 72, claimed that Athanasius modeled the speech on 


Bemosthenes’ classic apologia for hiscareet, the De Corona, appealing tothe list of 
borrowings given by E. Fialon, Saint Ashanase: Etude littéraire (Pacis, 1877), 286/7 
—a scholar who presents Athanasius as ‘formé par Pérude des grands écrivains de 
Grtce’ and ‘le dernier des Attiques’ (284-297), But the pastages which Fialon 
quotes fin Fieuch translation) fail to prove either derivation from or knowledge of 
Demosthenes, and elsewhere Fialon notes that Athanasius’ use of documents in the 
Defense before Constantius differs from that of his presumed model (145). The 
truth is the exact opposite: like all of Athanasius’ other works, the Defense before 
Constantive lacks the formal polish which would be expected of one who had re- 
ceived a traditional rhetorical teaining: i exhibits what J. Quasten, Patrelogy 3 
(Unrecht, Antwerp, and Westminster, Md., 1960), 23, denounced as Athanaslas’ 
principal faults as a writer—'a certain negligence in ferm and a lack ef orderin the 
accaagement of his material thar cause prolixity and frequent repetition,” 


. Socrates, HE 2.26.3. 
. See the passages translated and discussed in ChapterslV, VIL, and XH. 
5 M, Meslin, Les Ariens d’Occident, 335-430 (Patristica Sorbonensia 8 {Paris, 


1967]),29-44, 


. Lucifer, De wen conveniendo cum haereticis 7.18 (CCL 8.175); CSEL 65.46.1-4; 


Sulpicius Severus, Chr. 2.40.4, 45.7. 


. On Epictetus’ career, see Meslin, Ariens (1967), 37-39. In 355 he was present 


during the interview between Constantius and Liberius in Milan (Thee- 
doretus, HE 2.16; Sozomenus, HE 4.11) and helped to consecrate Felix 
as Liberius’ successor (Hist. Ax 75. 3; Jerome, De vir. ill. 98). The Libelhes 
precum which the Luciferian priests Matcellinus and Faustinus submitted 
to Theodosius in Cmustantinople in 383/4 {CSEL 358-44, ceedited by 
M, Simonetti, CCL 69 [1967], 361-392), alleges that he inerfered in the 
church of Naples when Maximus was eid and that he maltceated Rufin- 
ianus—whose identity is not stared (25/6). Epictetus is last heard of a an 
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ambassador sent by Constantius to Julian in 360 (Julian, Ep.ad Ath. 15, 286c). 


. Hilary, Contra Azexentinm 8( PL 10.614}, cf. Meslin, Ariens (1967), 41-24. 
). Libellus Precsan 62-65, cf. Meslin, Ariens (1967}, 36/7. 
|. Clavis Patrim Latinorum? {1961}, Nos. 541-544, cf. PLS 1.202-216. On all as- 


pects of his life and writings, sce the thorough discussion by A. Montes Moreira, 
Potamius de Lisborme et la controverse arienne (Louvain, 1969), 39-323. 


. Libellus precum 32. 

|. CSEL 65.155.24-156.1. 

. Hilary, Syn. 3, 11 (PE 10.482/3, 487). 

- Phoebadius of Agen, Contra Arianos $ (PL 20.16 = CCL 64.27). Centuries later 


Alcuin quoted from an otherwise unknown letter of Athanasius to Potamius which 
pases a number of theological questions (PL 101.113, cf. J. Mador, ‘Potamio de 
Lisboa," Revista Espatiola de Teologia 7 (1947), 79-109, at 86): in favor of the au- 
thentictty of the quotation, see A. Wilmart, ‘Le De Lazaro de Pommivs,’ JTS 19 
(1918), 289-304, at 289 n. 1; A. Montes Moreira, Potantizes (1969), 159-167. 
Onthe Council of Astes, sce Brennecke, Hilanius (1984}, 133-147 (with earlier bib- 
liography}. 


. There is no direct evidence: Brennecke, Hilarius (1984), 137. 
38. 


Sulpicius Severus, Chron. 2.39.13, 37.7, cf. H. Creuzel, ‘Un “résistant” 
roulousain 2 la politique pro-arienne de Pempereur Constance Il: L’évéque 
Rhodanius,” BHE 77 (1976), 173-190. For earlier references co the deposition of 
Paulinus by rhe council, see CSEL 65.102.9-13. 


. CSEL 65.166.15-167.16: respectively, Vincentius of Capua and Marcellus, who 


was also a bishop in Camapania. 


|. Sulpicius Severus, Chron. 2.37.7. 

« Liberius, Ep. ad Eusebiunt 1.1.2 (CCL 9.121.7-9). 

. CSEL 65.89.13-16. 

}. CSEL 65.89-93 = CCL 8.313-316 (two versions with many minor variants). On 


Liberius’ actions after the Ceuncil of Arles, see the recent discussion by Brennecke, 
Hilarius (1984), 147-164—who has some difficulty in excluding theological issues 
alcogether. 


|. Three letters are preserved from Liberitus to Ensebius before the Council of Milan 


(CCL 9.121-123), and one from Lucifer, Pancranus, and Hilarius {CCL 9.120): on 
the murky question of Eusebius’ precise role in 355, see Brennecke, Hilarises 
(1984), 172-185; L. A. Speller, ‘A Note on Eusebius of Vercellae and the Council of 
Milan,’ JTS, N.S. 36 (1985), 157-165, 

For full discussion and bibliography, see Brennecke, Hilarixs (1984), 164-184, 
However, his denial that the Nicene creed was ever mentioned during the proceed+ 
ings is unconvincing: see J. Doignon, ‘Hilaire de Poitiers “Kirchenpoliriker”? A 
propos d'un ouvrage récent,’ RHE 80 (1985), 441..454, 

Socrates, HE 2.36.1. Magnified further into ‘plusieurs centaines d’ Oecidentaux’ by 
Piéeri, Romo (1976), 294. 

The letter asd the subscriptions were published by Cardinal Baronius in his 
Annales Ecclesiastici, anno 355, paras. 6, 22, from a manusctipt ‘in Archivo 
Ecclesiae Vercellensis.’ The manuscript is now lost, but there is no reason to doubt 
the authenticity of either the leer or the subscriptions: see Brennecke, Hilarius 
(1984), 165/6. The lecter has recently been reedited by V. Bulhact, CCL 9,119; the 
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most accessible text of the subsctiptions is C. Baronius, Annales Ecclesiastici 4 
(Antwerp, 1865), 537. 

Predictably, Socrates, HE 2.36, mentions only Athanasins. The charges of 335 still 
appear to have formed patt of the indctmem of Athanasius: CCL 9,119.4; 
Theederctus, HE 2.15.2. 

Sulpicius Severus, Chron. 2.39.3-6. 

Jerome, Chronicle 2394 Sulpici'us Severus, Chron. 2.39.4. 
CSEL6S.186.19-187.19. 

Breanecke, Hilarius (1984), 178-184. 

Chapter Vi abeve,atnn. 17-19. 

Hilary, Sy. 91 (PL 10.545): ‘regeneratus pridem et in episcopatu aliquantisper 
manens, fide Nicaenam numquam nisi exulacurus audivi. On the imerptetat on 
of Hilary's words, see further Chapter KV n. 58. 

Ammianve 15.7.6-10. 

Theoderetus, HE 2.16, cf, Sozomenus, HE 4.11, who states that Ursacius and 
Valens were there too. Fer discussion of the document, see V. Monachino, ‘I 
Primato nella controversia Ariana: Saggi storici inrorno al Papato,” Miscellanea 
Historiae Pontificiae 21 (1959), 17-89; J. Herrmann, Ein Srreingesprach mit 
Verfahrensrechilichen Argumenten zwischen Kaiser Konscantus und Bischof 
Liberins, Feswchrift fiir Hans Liermann mun 70. Geburtstag (Erlangener 
Forschunger, Reike A: Geisteswissenschaften 16 {1964}), 77-86; R. Klein, ‘Zur 
Glaubwiirdigkeit hustorischer Aussagen cles Bischofs Athanasius von Alexandria 
tuber die Religionspolitik des Kaisers Consrantius I” Studia Patristica 17.3 (1982), 
996-1017, at 996-1002. 


. Jerome, De vir il. 98. Athanasivs’ munt that Felix was consecrared ‘in the palace? 


(Hist. Ax. 75.3) should net be taken literally, 


5. Quae gesta sunt inter Liberium et Felice 2 (CSEL, 35.1). 
. Onae gesta sunt 3; Philostorgivs, HE 4.3; Theodmerus, HE 2.17.7; Sozomenus, 


HE4.11.12. Observe, however,that the dare of CTh 16.2.14, issued at Milan and 
addressed ‘Felici episcopo,’ must be emended from 6 Decembet 357 to 6 December 
356 (Seeck, Regesten (1919), 202). 


. Theodoretus, HE 2.17.3; Sozomenus, HE 4.11.11. These clear staremenvs must be 


prefetted to the accusation of Arianism leveled by Rufinus, HE 10.23; Socrates, HE 
2.37. 


. 'T. Momensen, ‘Die rémischen Bischéfe Liberius und Felix I.’ Deutsehe Zeitschrift 


fiir Geschichtswiesensebaft, N.E. 1 (1896-1897), 167-179, reprinted in his 
Gesananelte Schriften 6 (Berlin, 1910), 570-581. Felix died on 21 November 365 
(Quae gesta sunt 4), but the Liber Pontificalis 28 {p. 211 Duchesne} states that 
Constann'us executed him as a mattyr. 


. Ammnianus 27.3.12/3. The account in Quae gesta sunt 8-12 gives a still higher 


totak the supporters of Bamasus killed one hundred and sixty men and women in 
church, 

George returned on 26 November 361 and was lynched four weekslater (Hist. ac, 
2.6, ef. Chapter XVM, at n. 18. 


|. The Greek ofthe celativeclause (&Eendifrrovro ods én ypiCew etwds ind S8iuvrais 


extremely obscure, but must reflect an original Lavin containing the phrase 
mussitare sub dene or something, dosely similar. U have adopted (with some misgiv- 
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ings) the tcaditional incerpretation of Montfaucon (PG 25.634), followed by M. 
Atkinson and A. Robertson (Select Writings [1892], 250). 

On missionary activity undee Constantius, see W. H. C. Frend, ‘The Church in the 
Reign of Coosntius Ii (337-361): Missien, Monasticism, Worship,’ L’Eglise et 
Fempire au IV sticle (Entretiens sur Vantiquité classique 34 {Vandoeuvres, 1989]}, 
73-111. 

CTh 12.1225 Mommsen, ad loc., emends the text to avoid whe absurdity of mak- 
ing Conswantius forbid ambassadors to spend a year in Alexandria itself. 

E. Littmann, Deutsche Axwon-Expedition 4 (Berlin, 1913), Nos. 4(= @GIS 200), 6, 
7 (the same text in Greek, Sabaitic, and Erhiopic), 10, 11, cf. E. Littmann, Desttsche 
Axsum-Expedition 1 (Beclin, 1913), 48, @n Constantius’ letter and the inscriptions, 
see esp. A. Dihle, Umstrittene Baten: Untersuchungen zum Auftreten derGriechen 
am Roten Meer (Wissenschaftliche Abhandlungen der Arbeitsgemeinschaft fir 
Forschung dee Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen 32 [Cologne and Opladen, 1964]}, 
S1-56, 65-67; ‘Lambassade de Théophile Pndien ré-examiné, L’Arabie 
préislamique et son environnement historique et cuftusel, ed. T. Fahd (Steasbourg, 
1989),461~468, 


XIV. APOLOGIA, POLEMIC, AND THEOLOGY 

Historia Lawiaca 63, cf. M. ‘Tew, ‘Zur Biographie des Athanasius von 
Alexandrien,’ ZKG 90 (1979), 304-338, at 316-319, Rufinus knows the story, but 
places ic immediately after the Couneil of Tyre in 335 (HE 10.19). 

Robertson, Select Writings (1892), vii, jusdy observed thac ‘the history of 
Athanasius during th’ tspetiod is the history of his writings.” 

For Antony and Athanasius, see Chapter II], at n. 23; Chaster 1V,atn. 42; Chapter 
Xi atn.24, 

Epistula Ammoni's 2, 5, 13, 313 Sancti Pachomii Vita Graeca Prima 120, 13718, cf. 
P. Rousseau, Pachomnius: The Making of a Commustity in Fourth-Century Egypt 
Berkeley, 1985), 72, 161/2, 189/905 J. E. Goehr'ng, The Letter of Aramon and 
Pachomian Menasticiem {Patristische Texte und Suidien 27 [Berlin and New 
York]}, 190, 201-205, 234-236, 282-285. 

For comntent, see A. Martin, Sources chréticnmes 317 (1985), 297, with J. 
Dummer, ‘Fl. Artemius dux Aegypti,’ Archiv fir Papyrusfersabung 21 (1971), 
121-144, 

Apart from the Festal Letters (App. 1), no systematic collection or ancient edition 
was ever made of Athanasius’ letters: hence, as is also the case with the emperor 
Julian, she manuscripr attestat‘oa of different letters and groups of lercers varies 
widely (CPG 2094/5, 2097/8, 2100, 2103/4, 2106-2112). Among the letters trans- 
mitted under Athanasius’ name, which are either interpolated or fictitious, are two 
letters to Lucifer of Caralis (CPG 2232, now edited by G. F. Diercls, CCL 8 
[1978), 306-310): for proof that they are ancient forgeries, see L. Sahtet, Fraudes 
Titérarres des schismatiques Lucifériens aux IV' et V siécles,” BHE 1906.300-326, 
at 308-315. 

‘The Index sates that Athanasius wrote no Festal Letter for any Easter from 357 to 
361 (29-33). But a fragment of Letter XXIX, written for Easter 357, is preserved 
by Severus of Antiech: edited and translated by J. Lebon, CSCO 101 (1933), 294; 
102 (1933), 216/7. 
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Opirz 181/2. This etter is dated 340 by Kannengresses, Athanase (1983), 375-397. 
PG 26.1185~1188 (CPG 2108). The ancient Latin version of this letter preserved 
with che works ef Lucifer of Caglian’ is now edited by G. F. Biercks, CCL 8.316/7. 
“The fragmenys, previously published as CIG 8607; K. E, White and W. E. Cram, 
The Monastery of Epwphanius at Thebes 2 (New York, 1927), 124 No. 585, were 
reedited by G de Jerphanion, ‘La vrase teneur d’an texte de samt Athanase rérablie 
par 'épigraphie: LZpistula ad Monachos,’ Rech. sci. rel. 20 (1930), 529-544— 
with imporsent consequences for ahe cextual history of the complete Greek and 
Latin versions. 


. Chapters XV, KVL 


12. Athanastus twice refers to his presence ‘in these parts’ without specifying where he 
is (5, 7): for discussion, see Robertson, Select Writings (1892), lili, 222. 

13. Chaprer XI. 

14. It need not be assumed, however, that the extant version wasever in any sense pub- 
lished in Athanasius’ lifetime (App. 3). 

15. The reference « the capitation of Ossfus (5.3}—which Athanasius may have 
added before he ever circulated the work. 

16. Opie on 68. 

17. Socrates, HE 2.37.79, Socrates svates that Eudoxius learned of the actual death of 


28. 


Leontius in Rome: in thac case, however, he would surely have arrived in Antioch 
too late to seeure election as Leontius’ successor. 


. Chaprer XV, at nn. 1-8. 
On Athanasius’ possible knowledge of Cyprian, see J. L. North, ‘Did Athanasius 


(Lexter 49, co Dracontius) Know and Correct Cyprian (Letter 5, Hartel)?” Studia 
Patrestica 17.3 (1982), 1024-1029. 


). Chapter Ul, ar nn. 45-47. 
|. On the argument of the werk, and its underlying assumptions, see M. Tetz, ZKG 


90 (1979), 320-3255 A. Pettersen, “To Flee or Net to Flee”: An Assessment of 
Athanasius’ De Fuga Sua Persecution and Toleration (Saudies in Church History 
21, 1984), 29-425 O. Nicholson, ‘Flight fom Persecution as Imitation of Cheist: 
Lactantius’ Divine Instituves 1V.18, 1-2,’ JTS, N.S. 40 (1989), 48-65, 


. Roberson, Select Writings (1892), vii 
. But the letterto the monks which precedes it in the manuscripws {Opitz 181/2) is not 


to be regarded as an introductory letter to it (Opite on 181.1). 


. Opitz on 183. 
. The tradit-onal date of 358 (Opiwe on 183, 206.11, 210.16, 216.13) depends en 


dating the capitulation of Liberius to 358 instead of 357. 


- On which, see respectively ‘Synesius in Corstantinople,’ GRBS 27 (1986), 93-112; 


Averil Cameron, Procopius and the Sixth Century (Berkeley, 1985), 49-66. 


. Opitz 178-180. In favor of a datec. 340, see Kannengiesser, ANzanase (1983), 380— 


397. Athanasius embroidered the story in his Letier to the Bishops of Egypt ard 
Libya (18/9),cf. A. Mattin, ‘Le fil d’Arius,’ BHE 84 (1989), 297-333, at 320-333. 
For the year and context, see Constantine (1981), 242. An early martytology may 
artest the day as 6 June (Patrelogia Orientalis 10.17). 


. In 5.2 another nine exiled bishops are named, cf. Chapter VI. 
30. 


On the normal, coarse meaning of the verb Yanet at this period, see Alan 
Cameron, ‘Strato and Rufinus,’ Classical Quarterly, N.S. 32 (1982), 162-173, at 
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163/4. Miiller, Lexicon (1952), 212, is mistaken to gloss it as ‘in mawimonium 
duco.’ In Ep. ad Dracontiwn 9.2 (PG 26.533 = @piwe 307.19) ic also refers tocopur 
lation, not marr‘age. 

In fact, to Arsaces, the thoroughly respectable Christian king of Armenia 
(Ammianus 20.11.13). 

In 8.1 the phrase radra owopiwres refers back to the events of the reign of 
Constantine described in 1-6: the whole of Paul's episcopal career is later than the 
recall of exiled bishops in June 337 (App. 8). 

Most conspicuously, Constantius’ alleged dictum ‘Let what I wish be a rule of the 
church’ (33,7) has often been treated as an accurate and imparaal definition of the 
relav‘onship between the emperor and the chureh: see T. Mommsen, ‘Die 
rémischen Bischdfe Liberius und Felix Ul.’ Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Gesebichts- 
wissenschaft, NF. 1 (1896-1897), 167-179, repristed in his Gesammelte Sebriften 
6 (Berlin, 1910), 570-581; K. M. Setton, Christian Attitude towards the Emperor 
in the Fourth Century (New York, 1941), 86/7; 1. Berkhof, Kirabe und Kaiser: 
Eine Untersuchung der Entstebung der byzantinischen und dertheekratischen 
Staatsauff assung int vierten Jahrhundert (Ziirich, 1947), 79 (‘Das is Staatskirche, 
ohne Vorbehalt oder Verschleierang"); S. L. Greenslade, Chtach and State frem 
Constantine to Theodosius (London, 1954), 25; K. Aland, ‘Kaiser und Kirche von 
Koustantin bis Byzanz,” Kirchengeschichtliahe Entsvlirfe (Gitterstoh, 1960), 257— 
279; W. Schneemelcher, Kirche wid Stat im 4. Jabrhundert (Bormer Akademische 
Reden 37 (Bono, 1970}), 18; K. Baus, History of the Church, ed. H. Jedin and 
H, Dolan, teans. A. Biggs 2 (New York, 1980), 82/3. 

Chapter IX. 


~ Socrates, HE 2.22.5, translated in Chapter X, at n. 12. 
. Chapter X. 


. Chapter XII. Significantly, the History of the Arians names Magnentius as a legiti- 


mate emperor, together with Vetcanio and Gallus (74.4), and ic calls Constant nus 
‘lessed’ (50,2). 


. For the apparently double diminutive neuter formation Kectiitduey, see R. Kihner 


and F Blass, Ausfidbrliche Gramaatik der griechischen Sprache 1.2 (Hanover and 
Leipzig, 1892), 277, 280. Opie on 234.4 takes ito be masculine, not neuter. 


. Chapter XV, atn. 21. 
). W, Bright, Historical Writings of St. Athanasives (Oxford, 1881), xx: 


It is not, 
and does not pretend to be, a textual reproduction of what they said or wrote, but 
a representation ad ineidiam of what is assumed to have been in their minds.’ 

As Klein, Constantius (1977), 16-159. 


. Chapter XVI. 

. CT 16.2.12, cf, Chapter XVII, at nn. 31-38. 

. Chapter IV, at n. 44, 

5. Hanson, Search (1988), 639-875. 

. For bibliography and discussion, see A. Heron, ‘Zur Theologie der “Tropici” in 


den Serapionbriefen des Athanasius: Amos 4, 13 als Pneuratologische Belegstelle, 
Kyrios: Vierteljabr seschrift fir Kirchen- und Geistesgeschichte Ostenrepas, NE. 14 
{1974),3-24. 

The set of Letters to Serapion (CPG 2094} has not been edited since Montfaucon, 
whose text is reprinted in PG 26.529-648, but there are two modern translations 
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with helpful notes and subseantial introductions: J. Lebon, Sources chrétiennes 15 
(Paris, 1947); C. R. B, Shapland, The Letters of Saint Athanasius concerning the 
Holy Spirit (Lendon, 1951). 1 follow the consensus of scholarship in treating the 
second and third lerters as a tingle letter wrongly divided in transmission. 

. Opitzon 231, 258.21, holds the work 30 be a univaty composition of the winter of 
3641/2, But at that date ir would have been pointless for Athanasius to write as he 
dees—ignoring almosr all the events of the intervening two years. 


49, On nes. (2) to (8),see briefly App. 10. 


awe 


12, 
a. 


14, 


S. 


). In 38.1, 4, Acacius and Eudoxyus are invokedas Athanasius’ ma’ madversaries, 


XV. NEW THEOLOGICAL CONTROVERSIES 
‘The principal source fer the career of Actius is Philostorgius, HE 3.15-17, 27: for 
other sources and full discussion, see Kopecek, Neo-Arianisen (1979), 61-132; 
R.A. Kaster, Guardians of Language: The Grammarian and Sosiety in Late Anti- 
quity (Berkeley, 1988), S16, 376; Hanson, Search (1988), 598-603. 
Sezomenns, HE 3.15.8, also notes his standing with Gallus (and summarises his 
career briefly). 
Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eusconsiown 1.48/9 (pp. 38/9 Jaeger); Theodoretus, HE 
2.27.8, Epiphanius, Pan. 76.1-1, 8, alleges that it was George who ordained Aetius 
deacon. 
Sozomenus, HE 4.13.3 (letver of George of Laodi'cca}. 
Philostorgius, HE 4.8, 
On the Syntagrsation and Aetius’ subsequent exile, see L. R. Wickham, ‘The 
Syntagmation of Aetius the Anomovan,’ JTS, N.S. 19 (1968), 32-569. 
Julian, Ep. 46; Philostocgius, HE 9.4; Sozomenus, HE 5.5.9. 
On his career, see Hanson, Searah (1988), 611-617. R. P, Vaggione, ‘Seme Ne- 
glecred Fragiaents of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s Contra Eunoniiunt, JIS, NS. 31 
(1980), 403-470, publishes and discusses Syriac fragments of the lost Contra 
Exnomium of Theodore of Mopsvestia. 
Philosrorgius, HE 5.33 Sozemenus, HE 4.25.6, cf. Kopecek, Neo-Arianismt (1979), 
299-360. 

. For these cwo wotks, see the exemplaty edition and reconstruction by R. P. 
Vaggione, Eunentius: The Extant Works (Oxford, 1987), 34-127, who also pro- 
vides a careful discussion of their date and context (5-9, 82~89). 

. Gregery of Nyssa, Contra Exnomsixm 2.604 (p. 402.28 Jaeger Gregory of 

Nazianzus, Orat. 29.21, cf. 27.2. 

As noced by Jerome, Dialegus contra Luciferianos 11 (PL 23.174). 

E, Vandenbussche, ‘La part de la dialect’que dans la théologie d’Eunomius “le 

cechnologue,” RHE 40 (1944-1945), 47-72; J. Bansélou, ‘Eunome VArien et 

Vexgése néo-plaronicienne du Cratyle,’ Revwe des études grecques 69 (1956), 412— 

432. The latter argues that with his ‘Neoplatonic system’ and ‘mystical 

Aristoreliaun'smn’ Eunemins ‘est lh érophante d'une gnose, d’une doctrine secrete” 

(431). 

1. R. Wickham, J1S, NS. 29 (1968), 558-561; J. M. Rist, ‘Basils 

“Neaplaronism”: Its Background and Nature, Basil of Caesarea: Christian, 

Humanist, Ascetic, ed. BJ. Fedwick (Toronte, 1981), 137-220, at 185-188, 

. By M. Alberme, ‘Zur Geschichte dec jung-atianischen Kirchengemeinechaft,’ 
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Theologische Studien und Kritiken 82 (1909), 205-278. 

On the concept ‘Neuniaénismus,’ see H. C. Brennecke, ‘Erwagungen zu den 
Anfangen des Neunizinismus,' Occumenica et Patristica: Festschrift fitr Wilhelm 
Schneemelcher cian 75. Geburtstag (Geneva, 1989), 241-258. The English equiva- 
lent seems not to have established inself in patristic scbolarship—and neither ‘Neo- 
Nicene’ nor *Neo-Arian’ gains admittance to the second edition ofthe Oxford En- 
lish Dictionary (1989). 

‘As Athanasius gleefully emphasised it 
28). 

Constantine (1981), 241/2, 264/5. 
So, recently, R. P. Vaggione, Eunomius (1987), xiii: ‘Eunomius reptesenws the sec- 
ond generation of Arian thinkers . .. which attempted to carry on the theological 
work of Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia.’ The discussion in Hanson, Search 
(1988), 603-611, 617-636, though adopting the term 'Neo-Arian. presents Aetius 
as obsessed with metaphysics and Eunomius as ‘an individualist, philosophically 
eclectic theologian’ who purveyed his own ‘peculiar brand of rational «stUnitarian- 
ism." For a more sympathetic and aecurate assessment of Eunomivs, see M. F 
Wiles, Eunomius: Hair-spliming Dialectician or Defender of the Accessibility of 
Salvation? The Making of Orthodoxy: Essays in Honour of Henry Chadwick, ed. 
R. Williams (Cambridge, 1989), 157~172. 


his De Morte Arii (Chapter XIV, at nn, 27— 


. Chapter XIN, at nn. 55-58, 
. Theodoretus, HE 2.17; Quae gesta sunt inter Liberium et Felicem episcopos 3 


(CSEL 35.2.3-8}; Liber Pontificalis 37.6 (p. 208 Duchesne), cf. The Capitulation 
of Liberius and Hilary of Poitiers,’ Phoenix 46 (1992), 256-265. 


. CSEL 65.155/6, 168-170. Jerome, De vir. ill. 97, states chat Fortunatianus was in- 


stumental in perszading Liberius to accept heresy. 


. On che ‘fat! of Ossius,’ see the lengthy aod embarcassed discussion in V. C. De 


Clercq, Ossius of Corduba: A Contribution t0 the History of the Constantinian 
Period (Washingron, 1954), 459-525. 


}. Hilary, Syrt. 11 (PL 10.487-489); Athanasius, Syn. 28. 
25, 
26. 


Phoebadius of Agen, Contra.Arianos 3 (PL 20.15 = CCL 64.25). 

Ihave omitted the words et quod diciter bomoceusion (‘or the term bomoiousios’) 
from my ecanslation, because I suspect that they did nor stand in the original docw- 
ment of 357, but were added in 358 (sce below, n. 32). Although they oecur in 
Athanasius’ version (Syn. 28.6: #78 AeySpevor Syo.oimoy), and Hilary comments 
on them (Syn. 10, 79, 81), they are ceported to be missing in several of his manu- 
setipts (PL 10.488 n, [j)). 

See App. 10. It is also impossible on chronological grounds to identify it as the 
document which Liberius subscribed (as argued by Brennecke, Hilarixs {1984}, 
265-297). 


. Socrates, HE 2.37.7-9% Philostorgius, HE 4.4; Theodoretus, HE 2.25.1; 


Sozomenus, HE 4.12. 
since 355 (HE 4.11.3). 

Sozomenus, HE 4.12.5~7. Those present included Acacius of Caesarea and 
Uranius of Tyre. 


5. Sozomenus implies that Eudox'us had been at court 


. Sozomenus, HE 4.23.1-3. 
31. 


Gwarkin, Arianism? (1900), 164/5. 
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32. Epiphanins, Pan, 732-11, cf. Hilary, Sy. 13-28. On this imporcant document, see 
the classic study by J. Gummerus, Die homdusianische Partei bis zum Tode des 
Konstantius (Leipzig, 1900), 66-89; more recently, J. T. Lienhard, “The Epistle of 
the Syned of Ancyra, 358: A Reconsideration,’ Arianism (1985), 349-357. It is 
somewhat surprising that this letter avoids the technical term homoiouséos—if it 
was already current, It must be suspected, therefore, thatthe word was coined afver 
the Council of Ancyra, precisely co sum up is theological standpoint in an easily ze- 
membered slogan, and hence that it did nor sand in the original text of the Sirmian 
manifesto of 357 (above, n. 26). 

33. Sozomenus, HE 4.13.4-6, cf. Philestoigius, HE 4.8; Theodoretus, HE 2.25.3/4. 
For contemporary, but less precise, references 0 the emhassy, see Hilary, Syn. 78, 
915 Marius Vieterinus, Adu Arium 1.28.24-29 (below, n. 56). 

34. Sezomenus, HE 4.14. 

35. Sozomenus, HE 4.16.1-13, cf. Philosrorgius, HE 4.8-11. 

36. On the ‘Council of irmium of 358" accepted by many scholars, see App. 10. 

37. Philostorgius, HE 4.8. 

38. Chapter XVL 

39. Hilary,Syx. 8 (PL 10.485); Socrates, HE 2.39.1-7; Sozomenus, HE 4,16.14-22. 

40. PL 20.1330, reedited with new chapterdivisions by R. Demeulenaere, CCL 64 
(1985), 23-54. On Phoebadius’ werk as an immediate, alnvest instmctive reaction 
to the Surmian manifesto, see still Gwatkin, Ariamsne? (1900), 162-164. 

41. So, most recently, D. H. Williams, ‘A Reassessment ofthe Early Career and Exile of 
Hilary and Poitiers, JEH 42 (1991), 202~217, at 213/4, 

42. Contra Arianos 28.3 (23): ‘quid si diversa nunc sent...” V.C. De Clercq, Ossivs 
of Corduba (1954), 525-530, concluded that Ossius died during rhe wister of 
357/8. But Athanasius in Alexandria appears to have heard of his death before the 
end of 357 (Chapter XIV, at n. 25), 

43. Hilary, in Censt. 2, 11. For this interpretation (and againstthe hypothest’s that the 
charges against Hilary were primarily or exclusively political), see ‘Hilary of 
Poiriers om his Excl, Vig. Cir. 46 (1992), 129-140. 

44, Only fragmenss survive, from a later edition of c. 366 (superbly edited by A. Feder 
in CSEL 65 (1916). 

45. Hilary, Sys. 1-5, 8. P. Gliser, Phoebadinis vor Agen (Diss. Augsburg, 1978), 21-25, 
arguesthat Phoebadius presided over the council. 

46. Unfortunately, there is as yet no medemn critical editvon: faute de mieux, therefore, 
references are given to Coustant’s edition of 1693 reprinted in PL 10.478~546, 

47, Apologetica responsa 2 (PL 10.545). These marginal notes indicate the intransi- 
gence of Lucifer: two not included in Coustant’s edition reprinted by Migne are 
published by P. Smulders, “Two Pasages of Hilary’s “Apologetic Responsa” Redis- 
covered,’ Bijdragen: Tijdschrift voor Philosophie en Theologie 39 {1978}, 234-243 
= Texte und Textkritiks Eine Aufsatesemmig, ed. J. Dummer (Texte wd 
Untersuchungen 133 (Berlin, 1987]), 539-547. 

48. Syn. 63, 

49. Syn. 77-92. 

50. Syn. 91: “fidem Nicaenam numquam nisi exsulaturus audivi.’ This need nor mean 
that Hilary was torally unacquasinved with or bad ‘never heard of’ the Nicene creed, 
as is assumed by many: for exemple, H. Liezmann, RE 8 (1913), 1601; Kelly, 
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Creeds? (1972), 258; G. C. Stead, ““Homoousios” dans fa pensée de saint 
Athanase,” Politique et shéotogie (1974), 231-253, at 239 (‘je n’entendis rien au 
sujet de la foi de Nicée"}; Brennecke, Hilarius (1984), 217; D. H. Williams, JEH 42 
(1991), 203,207, 234, The context is tendentious, and Hilary may meanonly that 
he had never heard the creed of 325 recited aloud. 


ives in two recensions, which were reedited without examination of 
the manuscripss by V. Bulhart, CCL 69 (1967), 221-247. The tevised recension, 
which sets out to remove possible theofogical ambiguities, seems to come from 
Gregory's own hand: see M. Simonetti, ‘La doppia redazione del “De Fide" di 
Gregorio di Elvira,’ Forma Futuri: Studi in onore del Cardinale Michele Pellegrino 
(Turin, 1975), 1022-1040. For proof of Gregory's use of Phoebadius and Hilary, 
see B. Marx, ‘Zwei Zeugen fiir die Herkunt der Fragmente | und II des sog. Opus 
hisroricum s. Hilarii: Ein Beirrag zur Lésung des Fragmentenproblems,’ 
Theologische Quartalschrift 88 (1906), 390-406, at 391/2. 
‘The tad tional date is 360or even 361: A. Wilmart, La tradition des opuscutes de 
Foebadius, Gregorius Illiberitanus, Faustinus (Sitzungsberichte der kaiserlichen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, Philosophisch-historische Klasse 159, 
Abhandlung 1, 1908), 1; M. Simonerti, Patrofegia 3 (Rome, 1978}, 80. Buc the 
work is dated c, 358 by G. Bardy, ‘Lroccident et les documenws de la controverse 
arienne,” Rex sci. rel. 20 (1940), 28-63, at 30, 55; J. Doignon, Handbuch der 
lateinischen Literatur der Antike 5 (Munich, 1989), 491-493. 
On his career and writings, see now G, Madec and P. L. Schmidt, Handbuch der 
lateinischen Literatur der Antike 5 (Munich, 1989), 342-355. 
On the chronology of Victorinus’ works, see P. Hadot, Marius Victorinus: 
Recherches sur sa vie et ses cenvres (Patis, 1971), 263-272. Unfortunately, he rests 
too much on the assumptions thar there wasa Council of Sirmium in 358 and thot 
Liberius retuened to Rome in 358 bringing wich him the letter of Basil to which the 
Adver sus Arisen 1.28 refers. 
‘Adv. Ariunt 1.28,22-42, esp. 24-29: ‘et toto rempore postea, usquequo imperator 
Romae fuit, praesens andisti multa contraria, conviva exsistens istorum hominum 
quos nunc anathemar'zas, iratus vel quod sine te fidem scripserunt, an coactus a 
magistris Iegatus venisti in defensionem proditionis.’ Victorinus’ allusions to 
Constantius’ visic to Rome, the Sirmian manifesto, and Basil’s journey to court in 
358 permit two important deductions: first, Basil accompanied Constantius to 
Rome; and secend, Ursacius and Valens were also with the emperer. The French 
translation by 8 Hadot, Sources chrétiennes 68 (Paris, 1960), 269, rakes conviva as 
meaning no more than ‘being in communion with,’ bur there seems to be no clear 
paraltel for this atvenuated metaphorical sense (Thesaurus Linguoe Latinge 
4.879/80), and the immediate context strongly supports the literal interpretation of 
the word. 
Note the explicit equation of homocausians 
Ariwr 1.45.1-23: ‘dixcedant ergo Patripassia 
discipuli . .. discedant et Basilii et noob...” 


XVL THE HOMOEAN CREED 
‘The traditional rerm is rejected by E. D. Hunt, ‘Did Constantius 1 Have “Court 


ith acknowledged heretics in Adu. 
« discedant Marelli et Phon'ni 
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Bishops”? Suudia Patristica 19 (1989), 86-90. Similarly, Klein, Constantius 
(1977), 86-89, argues that Constantius was nor influenced by Ursacius and Valens. 
But itis clear that normally bishops were in attendance wherever the imperial court 
happened to be: when Constantius visited Reme in 357, his entourage included 
Ursacius, Valens, Basil of Ancyra, and Eudoxius of Germaniata (Chapter XV, at an, 
28,56). 

Whence Socrates, HE 2.37.18-24, who notes that theoriginal was in Latin, For the 
role of Marcus and the ames of the bishops present, see Epiphanius, Pan. 73.22.5~ 
8 (letwer of Geerge of Laedicea written in 359); CSEL 65.163.10-26 (letser of 
Getrmiinius written in 366). The list of names in Epiphan‘us diverges from the hish- 
ops named in Germinius’ letter in two particulars: Germinius’ own name has been 
corrupted to Germanus, and it has Hypatianus, but omits Pancratius. It is nor clear 
whether that is an error: itis possible thar Hyparianas, who is attested as bishop of 
Heraelea in 364 (Sozomenus, HE 6.7.1}, was present as well as Pancratius. 

Kelly, Creeds! (1972), 290/1. 

Te was alleged at Seleucia that Acacius had used the phrase #1005 kart ndvre to 
describe the relatieuship of Father and Son in his published writings (Secrates, HE 
2.40.33). It does noc appear to occur in the exiguous fragments of his writings that 
survive (CPG 3510-3512). 

Epiphanius, Pan. 73.22.6/7 (George of Laodicea). 

Sozomenus, HE 4.17.1, @n George's allegedly very proficable business activities, 
see Epiphanius, Pan. 76.1.4~7, with A. K. Bowman, Egypt after the Pharaohs, 332 
B.C.~A.D, 642 (Berkeley, 1986), 221. 

CSEL 65.9314, 

Sulpicrus Severus, Chron. 2.41.1, ef. App. 10. On the Council of Ariminum, see 
exp. Y-M. Duval, ‘La “manoeuvre frauduleuse” de Rimini: A la cechesche du Liber 
adversus Urstainm et Valente, Hilaire et son temps (Paris, 1969), 51-103; 
Brennecke, Homer (1988), 23-40; Hanson, Search (1988), 371-380. An official 
record of the council was certainly kept: Socrates specifically notes the presence of 
shorchand weirers ac the parallel Council of Seleucia (HE 2.39.8). These acta must 
be the source of the conciliar documents preserved by Hilary: Auxentius of Milan 
seat to the emperor Valentinian a copy of ‘ea quae ges sunt in concilio 
Arirsinens? (quoted by Hilary, Contra Auxentium 15 [PL 10.618}}, Ic is not clear 
whether Sulpicius Severus drew directly on the acta or knew them only through 
Hilary's work. Modern discussion has centered on the queswion of how much use 
Jerome made of the acta in his Dialegus Luciferiani et Orthodexi: P. Batiffol, ‘Les 
sources de l'Altercatio Luciferiani et Orshodoxi de St. Jéréme,’ Miscellanea 
Geronimiana (Rome, 1920), 97~114; Y.-M. Duval, ‘Saint Jéréme devant la 
baptéme des hérétiques: D’autres sources de P Altercatio Luciferiant et Ordhodoxi,? 
REAug 14 (1968), 145-180, 

Sulpicius Severus, Chron, 2.41.26, with the creed and condemnation edired by Y- 
M. Duval, ‘Une tcaduction latine inédize du symbole de Nicée et une condemnation, 
d'Arius & Rinwini: Nouveaux fragments histor.ques d Hilaire ou pisces des actes du 
concile” Revue bénédictine 82 (1972), 7-25, at 10-12, cf. H. Silvestre, “A propos 
d'une récente édition de la “Damnatio Arri?” de Rimini,’ RHE 68 (1973), 182- 
104. ‘The latter was edited by Coustant as part of Hilary's lost historical work, 
whence PL 10.698/9, bur excluded by A. L. Feder from CSEL 65 (1916) because of 
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its different manuscript attestation: for proof that both documents derive ulti- 
mately from Hilary, see Y-M. Duval, Remme bénédictine 82 (1972), 7-25. The 
cumber of four hundred bishops present is confirmed by Athanastus, Syn. 8.1, 
whence Sozomenus, HE 4.17.2. Philostorgius, HE 4.8, has three hundred. 

10. CSEL 65.96/7, pattly quoted by Athanasius, Syn. 11.13. Fer Gaius, see Feder, 
Studien Il (1910), 115 No. 32. 

11. CSEL 65.78-85. A Greek version is preserved, with subspantial differences fram 
the original, in Athanasius, Syn. 10; Sectates, HE 2.37.54-74; Theodoretus, HE 
2.19.1-13; Sosemenus, HE 4.18. 

12, Sulpicius Severns, Chron, 2.41.1, 43.3. The letter of Constantius quoted by 
Athanasius, Syn. 55.2, staves the number of envoys as twenty (instead of the pre- 
scribed ven), cf below, n. 18. 

13, Sulpicius Severus, Chron. 2.41.5. This hostile account “unplies that it was a pagan 
shrine and asserts that it had been deliberately left vacane (‘aedem tum de industria 
vacantem orat¥onis loco capiunt'). 

14. CSEL 65.87/8. 

15. As Sulpicius Severus complained: ‘ex parte nostrorum leguntur homines 
adulescentes, parum docti et parum cauti; ab Atrianis autem missi senes, calli et 
ingenio valentes, veterno perfidise imbati’ (Chron, 2.41.7). All ten names of the 
members of this delegation are known: they include Ursacius, Valens, Germinius, 
Gaius, and Epictetus (CSEL $5.174,5~7, 87.5/6,cf. Feder, Studien I1[1910}, 103/4). 

16, App. 9. 

17. Athanasius, Syn, $5.2/3, whence Socrates, HE 2.37.78-81 (lerter of Constantius to 
the bishops at Ariminum); CSEL 65.85.11~18. In his lerter Constantius hypocriti- 
cally apologises for being unable to see the envoys becavse he was compelled ro 
march against barbarians—se that his soul was not in a pure enough state to deal 
with mattecsconcerning the law of God. Athanasius also preserves the reply ofthe 
bishops from Ariminum, in which they plead to be allowed to return home to their 
leaderless churches befere harsh winter weather commences (Syvt. 554-7, whence 
Socrates, HE 2.37.83-87: Theodoretus, HE 2.20, hasa slightly different Greek ver- 
sion of the same Latin origina). 

18. CSEL 65.85.20-86.23. The heading of the document contains fourteen names: 
apart from Restitutus all appear to be otherwise unknown: see Feder, Studie II 
(1910), 106. 

19. For a comparison of the two documents, see Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 291/2. 

20. Socrates, HE 2.37.96; Sozomenus, HE 4.19.8. 

21. See, recently, Brennecke, Homer (1988), 40-56. Socrates, HE 2.39/40, who ex- 
plicitly acknowledes Sabinus of Heraclea as his source, provides the principal nar- 
rative seurce on which the following account of the council is based: in principle, 
references are given enly where other sources funnish supplementary demils, 

22. The totai given by Socrates, HE 2.39.5, is confirmed by Athanasins, Syn, 12.1 
(where the rext states the dace on which the bishops assembled as 14 September), 
bur Theedoretux has a woval of one hundred and fifty (HE 2.26.9). 

23. On the career of Cyril, see Chapter X11, at nn. 53-58; on that of Eustathius, The 
Date of the Council of Gangra,’ JTS, N.S. 40 (1989), 121-124, arguing that the 
Council of Gangra which condemned him should be dated c. 355 and identified as 
a provincial synod of Paphlagonian bishops-—which lacked the jurisdiction to de- 
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pese a bishop whose sce (Sebasteia) belonged to the province of Armenia, 

‘The list of bishops who subscribed the document which Acacius presented to the 
council conwined forty-three names, though some have been lost in transmission 
Epiphanius, Pan. 73.26, with the comments of K. Holl, ad lec.). Secraves, HE 
2.39.16, states that the supporters of George, Uranius, and Eudoxius numbered 
only thirty-two. Hilary of Poitiers has a differem division of parties frem that of 
Socrawes: according to him, there were one hundred and five homoeous tans, while 
nineteen bishopsheld the view that the proper term tocharacterise the relationship 
of Father and Son was ‘anomoeouston, id est dissimil'wsessent¥ae,’ and only the 
Egyptian bishops (with the exception of George) defended the homoousion {he 
Cotsst. 12). The last assertion is one-sided and misleading, since several Egyptian 
bishops attended and supported Acacius, including Pancratius of Pelusium the 
Meliv'an Prolemaeas, who had replaced Serapien as bishop of Temuws; and 
Apollonius, the Melitian bishop of Oxyrhynchus (Athanasins, Sy. 12.35 
Epiphanius, Part. 73.26) 

For the fulltext and subscriptions, see Epiphanius, Pan, 73.25/6. Incomplete ver- 
sions are quoted in Athanasius, Syn. 292-9; Socrates, HE 2.48.8-17 (from 
Sabinus}. For an analysis of ite theology, see J. Gummerus, Die hemdusianische 
Parsei bis cunt Tode des Konstantin (Leipeig, 1900}, 142-152. 


 Sozomenns, HE 4.22.22, quotes a part of his argument omited by Socrates, again 


supplementing bis main source from Sabinus. 

Athanasius, Syn. 12.5, confirms all eighteen names given by Socrates, HE 2.40.43— 
45. 

Sozomenus, HE 4.23.1. 


1. Socrates, HE 2.41.1-4; Sozomenus, HE 4.23.1. 


Sulpicr'us Severus, Chron, 2.43.1-44.8, naming Phoebadius of Agen and Servatius 
of Tongres as leaders of the opposition to Constantius’ demands. On the exteemely 
obscure question of exactly what constituted the alleged fraus, see Y-M. Duval, 
Hilaire et son temps (1969), 84-103. 


- Sulpicius Severus, Chron, 2.44.1, makes the prefect Taurus say that the bishops are 


in their seventh month of confinement in Ariminim—which implies that the final 
eapitulation did not occur until January 360. 


. Sulpicius Severs, Chron. 2.45.1; Theodoretus, HE 2.27.7-12; Sozomenus, HE 


4.234-7. 

CSEL 65.174,3~175.4, The heading contains e'ighreen names, on which see Feder, 
Studien TL (1910), 104-106. The absence of Basil of Ancyra, Enstathius of 
Sebasteia, and Eleusins of Cyzicus, who are known to have been among the ten 
envoys of the majority (Theodoretus, HE 2.27.3-6), implies what the letter was 
written by the supporters of Acacius. 


. Sozcmenus, HE 4.23.8. 
. The Paschal Chronicle (543/4 Bonn) saves that seventy-two bishops were present 


when Eudoxius was enthroned on 27 January 36® and names more than fifty of 
them (unfortunately without their sees), For acceunts of the council, see Socrates, 
HE 2.41.5/65 Philostorgius, HE 4.12; Soeomenus, HE 4.24.1. 


5. The exeed is transmized independently of Athanasius by Socrates, HE 2.41.8~173 


Theodoretus, HE 2.21.3~7, For brief comment on the document as a whole, see 
Kelly, Craeds! (1972), 293-295, 
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. For the names of the bishops deposed and details of the charges against them, 


which are not relevant here, see Socrates, HE 2.42/35 Sozomenus, HE 4.24/5 (with 
some discrepancies). 


. Theodoretus, HE 2.28, preserves a letter of the council 10 George of Alexandria ‘in 


condemnaw on of his deacon Aetius on account of his unlawful blasphemy.’ 


|. Hilary, In Const, 26, reports that the African bishops had set their names to a for- 


mal condemnation of the blasphemy of Ursacius and Valens. 


). Hilary, i Const, 15.10-12, 
. Sozomenus, HE 4.26.1. 
. For complementary accounts of the situation in the church of Anooch in 360, see 


Socrates, HE 2.44; Theodoretus, HE 2.31; Sezomenus, HE 4.28; for other evi 
dence and fuli discuss‘on, Brennecke, Homder (1988), 66-81. 


}.. John Chrysostom, ft Meletium (PG S0.51S-S20). 
. Rufinus, HE 10.25. 
. See the excellent survey by K. Schiferdiek, ‘Germanenmission,’ RAC 10 (1978), 


492-S48, 


5. Syn 28-63 (PL 10,501-523). Hilary describes the council of 341 as a gathering of 


saints (Syn. 32). Similarly, he salutes the eastern bishops in general and Basil of 
Ancyra, Eustathius of Sehasteia, and Eleusius of Cyzicus by name as sanctissini viri 
(80, 99). 


. Sulpicius Severus, Chron. 2.42.2. 


. Sulpicrus Severas, Chren, 2.42.3-5, gives him an implausibly prominent role. 
. Sulpicius Sevetus, Chron, 2.45.3. 


. Edited by A. L. Fedes, CSEL 65.197-205. The earliest and best manuscript, of the 


sath century (Vatican, Archivo di San Pietro D 182), states that Hilary presemed 
the work co the emperer in Constantinople (‘quem et Corstantinepoli ipse 
teadidie’}, perhaps echoing Jerome’s description of the work as ‘ad Constantium 
libellus quem viventi ei Constantinopoli porrexerat’ (De. vir. ill. 100). The text fully 
bears eut these statements, bur there has been seme uncertainty over the precise 
date, Feder, Studien Ifl (1912), 12-14, argued for December 359. Heweves, the fact 
that Hilary calls the dated creed of 22 May 359 proximi anni fides (5.2, cf. 3.3) 
implies that he is writ’ng in January 360. 

Compare Syn, 78, where Hilary presents Constanni'us as being deceived by bishops 
with erroneous views, 

Ad Const. 1~3. The eenvext clearly indicaves that it is unwise to take what Hilary 
says here about his condemnation and exile in 356 au pied de la lettre, 

Ad Const. 10,6.1,8-1, 11,7.1. 

AdConst. 8. 
bx Const., esp. 1/2, S~11, 27. Hilary predictably compares Constantius te Hered 
and Antiochus (6): on his vocabulary of abuse, see I. Opelt, ‘Hilarius von Poitiers 
als Polemn'ker,’ Vig. Chr. 27 (1973), 203-217. 

Chapter XIV. 

‘On the unity of the work, see JTS, NS, 39 (1988}, 610, criticising the complicated 
theory of composition in stages spread over almost two years advanced in the re- 
cent edition by A. Roches, Sources chrétiennes 334 (Paris, 1987), 29-38. 
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XVI. THE ELDER STATESMAN 
Chaprer XIV. 
Kelly, Creeds' (1972), 254-283. 
CSEL 65.198.5-15, 
Chapter XV, at n, 43. 
For discussion, see J. F. Drinkwater, ‘The “Pagan Undergreund,” Constantius II’s 
“Secret Service,” and the Survival and the Usurpation of Julian the Apostate,’ Stud- 
ies in Latin Literature and Roman History, ed. C. Deroux 3 (Collection Latomus 
180 [Brissels, 1983]), 348-387. 
Anomianus 21.2.4/5. 
Chapter XVI. 
Bre:mecke, Hilarius (1984), 360-367. 
Despite Sulpicius Severus, Vita Martini 6.7; ‘cum sancte Hilario comperisset regis 
paenitentia pesestatem indulvar fuisse redeundi . . .” ; Chron. 2.45.4: ‘redire ad 
Gallias iubetnr absque exilii indulgentia’ For discussion, see YM. Duval, ‘Vrais et 
faux preblémes concernant le retour d’exil d'Hilaire de Poitiers et son action en 
Italie en 360-363," Athenaeum, NS. 48 (1970), 251-275. 


). CSEL 65.43-46. Authorstu'p of the letter is claimed for Phoebadius of Agen by P. 


Glaser, Pheebadius von Agen (Diss, Augsburg, 1978), 74-80. 


. Sulpicius Severus 2.45.5. 
. Brennecke, Homer (1988), 87 n. 1, holds that Julian was probably also present, 


bat his known movements in 360 vell against this attractive hypothesis (App. 9). 


. For the usual inference, see J. Bidez and F Cumont, lultani lmperatoris Epistulae et 


Legss (Patis, 1922), 51. 


}. On the career of Modestus, consul in 372, see PLRE 1.605-608, What is reporred 


about his religious attitudes makes it clear that he was a wime-server: under Julian 
he claimed to have beena secret pagan before 362 (Libanius, Ep. 804, cf. 791), bur 
later he adopted the creed of his master Valens (Gregory of Nazianzus, Orat. 43.48; 
Sezenxenus, HE 6.18.3), 

‘As Gregory of Nazianzus complained (Orat, 4.84/5). Rufinus, HE 10.33 (994.21~ 
25), goes so faras to sstce that Julian used neither violence norrortare. 

On Julian’s religious policies, see esp. J. Bidez, ‘L’évolut‘on de la politique de 
Yempereur Julien en matiére religieuse,’ Bulletin de Académie Royale de Belgique, 
Classe des Lettres 7 (1914), 406-461; J. Voge, Katser Julian und das Judentum: 
Studien 21m Welsansehaxungskampf der Spiitantike (Morgenland 30 (Leipzig, 
1939}); G. W. Bowerseck, Julian the Apostate (Cambridge, Mass., 1978), 79-93. 
Constantine (1981), 39, 148-163. 

Julian, Ep. 60, 378c-380d: preserved in Socrates, HE 3.3. 

Rofinus, HE 10.28, states that Eusebius, net Athanasius,convened the council. 
Philostoegius p, 230.14-22 Bidez, cf. Toms ad Antiochenes 3.1, 

Rufinus, HE 10.28; Socrates, HE 3.5; Theodorerus, HE 3. 
$1212. 

M. Tetz, ‘Ein enzyklisches Schreiben der Synode ven Alestandrien (362), ZNW79 
(1988), 262-281. ‘Tee provides a critical edin’on (271-273) of the letter (PG 
28.81-84; CPG 2241), which Montfancon had pronounced spurious in bis edition 
of Athanastus published in 1698 (2,28-30). Sinee Montfaucon’s cendemnation 
‘was universally accepted, the letter is net employed in earlier scholarly accounts of 


Sozomenus, HE 
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the council, such as C. B. Armstrong, “The Synod of Alexandria and the Schism at 
Antioch in A.D. 362,’ JTS 22 (1921), 206-221, 347-355; J.-M. Leroux, “Athanase 
et la seconde phase de la crise arienne (345-373)," Polingue et théologie (1974), 
145~156, at 151-154; Hanson, Search (1988), 639-653. 

PG 25.796-809,ceedited by Opitz 320-329, whose chapter and section divisions 
are here employed. 

Hence the un-Athanasian vocabulary which led Montfaucon to deny his author- 
ship: M. Tete, ZNW 79 (1988), 266-270, shows that the language of the letter & 
no obstacle to joint authorship—and that the centent fits the histerical context of 
362. 


. The phrase énootsi0s roids appears to be a new coinage in 362, but it was soon 


repeated by Secapion of Thmuis, Ep. ad monachos 11 (PG 40.936), cf. M. Teta, 
ZNW 79 (1988), 276/7. 


. Epistula Catholica, edited by M. Tez, ZNW 79 (1988), 271-273. 
. Rufinus, HE 10.30 (992.11~13). 
. Tomus 9.4/2. 


For a thorough analysis of the whole document, see M. Tete, ‘Uber nikzische 
Orthodowe. Der seg. Tomus ad Antiechenos des Athanasios von Alexandrien,’ 
ZNW 66 (1975), 194-222. On Tomi 7, where some scholars have devected aliu- 
sions to the teaching of Apollinaris of Laodicea,see also A. L. Pertersen, ‘The Arian 
Context of Athanasiusof Alexandria’s Tomusad Antiochenos VIL JEH 41 (1990), 
183-198. 

Tomus 1.1-3. 

Tomas 3.1-4.1, 6.1-4, The last requirement appears to reflect current theological 
debates in Antioch, cf. M. Tete, ZNW 66 (1975), 201/2, 204-206. 

Tormmas 5.1-3, cf. Chapter VID, at nn, 36-40. Iris relevant that the theological state- 
ment forms part of the western synodical letter as quoted by Theodoretus, HE 
2.8.1-54—who expliciy states that what he quotes was brought to Antioch. 


. As the conchiding section emphasises (Tors 8.2-9.1). 
|. Tomus 2.1-3, 9.12. 

. Tone 9.3-10. 

3. Torms 11.11: 


'; Epiphanius, Pan. 77.2.1, cf. M. Tetz, ZNW 66 (1975),218-221. 
The final line of the text ptesents a serious problem. It reads: Eppiota buds 
eixouar ey Kaprepios, emt 6 mBdews Zvplas. The last four words are an edito- 
tial additian, and Opitz on 329.16 argued thatCarterius was an error for Cymatius 
(usin the manusccipts of Hist. Ar. 5.2), whose declaration has been lost in teansinis- 
sion. Tete argues that the text is compleve, but that Carteriusis an errer for Asterius 
(22172). 

Rofinus, HE 10.31 (993.6-994.5). For a brief sketch of Lucifer’s life afver 361, see 
G.E Diercks, CCL 8 (1978), xxvir-secxv. 

Rufinus, HE 10.31 (993.16~18), cf, Secrates, HE 3.25.18 (the bishops who at- 
tended the Council of Antioch in 363). 

Basil, Ep. 69.1, cf Rufinus, HE 10.31 (993.18). Basil's letter goes on 10 ask 
Athanasiusto condemn Marcellus (69.2), which he also declined todo,cf. M. Tetz, 
‘Markellisner und Athanasius,’ ZNW 64 (1973), 75-121, After Athanasius’ death, 
his exiled successer Peter accused Meletius of being an Arian in the presence of 
Damasus in Romie (Basil, Ep. 266.2}. 
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. Rofinus, HE 10.31 (994.5-10). 
|. Ep. ad Rufiniamven (PG 26.1180/1}. Councils were also held in Asia Minor by the 


supporters of Macedenius, the fermer bishop of Conswantinople, and Eustath us of 
Sebasteia (Basil, Ep. 251.43 Socrates, HE 3.10.4). 


.. Gregory of Nazianzus, Orat. 4.86, with the scholast, implies thac Pythiodorus also 


stirred up anti-Christian riots, 


. Julian, Ep. 110, 398¢-399a, 

|. Julian, Ep. 111, 432e-435¢. 

. Rufinus, HE 10.35; Sowates, HE 3.14.1; Sovemeaus, HE 5.15.3. 

5. There is a picturesque stery of how Athanasius ourwitted tie soldiers pursuing him 


wp the Nile by turning downstceam, sailing boldly past their boat, and findhg 
safety again in Alewendria: Rufinus, HE 10.35; Secrates, HE 3.14.1-6; 
Theodoretns, HE 3.9.3/4; Vita Athanasti (BHG? 185) 26 (PG 2S.ccviiil; Photius, 
Bibliotheca 28, p. 484a25-bS; Simeon Metaphrastes, Vita Athanasii (BHG? 183) 
15 (PG 2S.ccxlii), The final derail implies that incident, fi is historical, belongs to 
Athanasius’ flight from the agents of Constantius in the late 350s—as Sozomenus 
saw (HE 4.10.4). Bot its obvious folk-lore motifs suggest that the story may be a 
“Wanderanecdote’ without any basis in ceality: for discussion, see M, Tetz, ‘Zar 
Biographie des Athanasius von Alexandrien,’ ZKG 90 (1979), 304-338, at 310— 
316 


Fortwo recent (and independent) accounts of Athanasius’ dealings withJovian, see 
Brennecke, Homer (1988), 169-173; L. W. Barnard, ‘Athanasius and the Em- 
peror Jovian,” Studia Patristica 21 (1989), 384-389. Jovian himself sheuld not be 
regarded as a nonentity: see G. Wicch, ‘Jevian: Kaiser und Karikatus,’ Vivarium, 
Festschrift Theeder Klauser xm 90. Geburtscag (Jabrbuch fiir Antike und 
Christentumt, Erginzungsband 11 (Minster, 1984]), 353-384. 

On the text of Index 35, see M. Albert, Sources chrétiennas 317 (Paris, 1985), 265. 
Jovian is attested in Edessa on 27 September (CTb 7.4.95), but he had arrived in 
Antioch by 22 October (CT 10.19.2}. Sozenenus, HE 6.5, states that Athanasius 
reached the emperor in Antioch. 

PG 26.813, reedited by Oprtz 330. The letter is rejected as spurious by E. Schwartz, 
‘Zur Kirehengeschichte des vierten Jahchunderss,” ZNW 34 (1935), 129-213, at 
166 n. 3 = Gasammelte Sc infien 4 (Berlin, 1960), 1-110, at 50 0. 25 @pitz on 
330.1ff.; Brennecke, Hower (1988), 171 n. 82. The grounds alleged are ‘income! 
sive, and the letcer was knewn to Rufiuus, HE 1.1 (1002.10/1): ‘honorificis et 
officiosissimis liten’s Adbanasiun requirit.” 

Socrawes, HE 3.25.4. 

Socrates, HE 3.25.10-17. Brennecke, Haméer (1988), 175/6, has demonstraved 
thar the name of Acaciusof Cascarea amongthe signateries of the letter must be an 
error: this Acacius was presumably the obscure bishop of some other see. 

Basil, Ep. 89.2, later reminded Meletius that he had failed to take up an offer from 
Athanasius while he was in Antioch in 363/4 to enter inte communion wich him— 
but he neglects to disclose either the precise circumstances or the terms of the abor- 
tive offer. 

PG 26.813-820= Opitz 330-333, quoted by Theodorerus, HE 4.3. 

CSC@ 150.70.19-71.9 (text); 151.27.20-28.6 (French translation), cf. Camplani, 
Lettere (1989), 103-105. 
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1. PG 26,820-824 = @pitz 334-336, cf. Sozomenus, HE 6.5.2-4. 

. Socrates, HE 3.4.2, 4.1.14; Hist. ac. 4.7. 

. Eutropius, Brev. 10.18.2; Ammvanus 26.1.5; Socrates, HE 3.36.5, 4.1.1. 

. Ammianus 26.1.7, 2.1/2, 4.3; Chr. min. 1.240. 

. Secrates, HE 4.16, 18; Sozemenus, HE 6.14, 18, cf. Rufinus, HE 11.5 


Theodoretus, HE 4.17.1~4 (who have only the latter story). 

Gwatkin, Arianism? (1900), 27617; Brennecke, Homer (1988), 224-242. The 
growth oflegendcan be seen in Gregory of Nazianzus: a single priest burnt at sea in 
Orat. 25.10 becomes a vague plural in a later speech which alleges thatthe persecu- 
tion wider Valens was werse than that under Maximinus at the start of the century 
(43.46, cf. 5). 


~ On Valens’ policy, which has often been misunderstood, see the acute and convinc- 


ing analysis by Brennecke, Homéer (1988), 181-242. 


. See now P. Rousseau, Basi! of Caesarea (Berkeley, forthcoming). Bishops who cen- 


demned the council of 360 were removed—like Eleusius of Cyzrcus (Socrates, HE 
46). 


. Sozomenus, HE 6.7. Sozomenus’ account must be preferred to that ofSoctates, HE 


4.2, who has the Hellespontine bishops ask perinission to hold a councit from 
Valens alone after his return ro Constantinople: Socrates has confused the request 
for permission wo hold a council with the report ofivs decisions, which was made to 
Valens at Heraclea on his return from Pannonia (Sozomenus, HE 6.7.8). 


|. Socrates, HE 4.12; Sozomenus, HE 6.10.3-12.5 (with complementary desails in 


each author). Sezomenus, HE 6.12.3, 
met in the early spring of 365. 


iplies that the Council of Antroch in Caria 


. The argument is Athanasius’ own: it reealls his use of Constantius’ lener of 353 


summoning him to ceurt in his Defense before Constantius (Chapter XID). 


. Socrates, HE 4.13.4; Sozomenus, HE 6.12.12, describe his hiding, place as ‘his an- 


cestral tomb.” 


'. Ammianus 26.6-10 provides the fullest account: on it, see Matthews, Artrrtiantus 


(1989),191-203, 


. App. 2. 
. For these two churches, see A. Mattin, ‘Les premiers siécles du Cheistianisme & 


Alexandr'e: Essai de topogtaphie religieuse (UIUIV' siécles),’ REAwg 30 (1984), 
211-235, at 215, 217/8. 

Basil, Epp, 66, 67, 69, 80, 82. Another letter (61) refers to Athanastue’ condarnna- 
tion of a governor of Libya who was a compatriot of Basil. The episode is otherwise 
unknown,and the man is absent from PLRE 1: for an attempt at identification (un- 
convincing), see S. G. Hal, ‘Le fonctionnaire impérial excommunié par Athanase 
vers 371: Essai d'identification,’ Politique et théologie (1974), 157-159. 


. B Rousseau, Basil (1993), chap. 8. 
. JM, Leroux, Politique et théologie (1974), 145-156, argues that he had been out 


of touch ever since his return to Alexandria in 346, 

PG 26.1029--1048 = Opive 309-319, of, new C. Kannengiesser, (Ps.-) Athanasius, 
Ad Afro Exantined,’ Festschrift L. Abramowski (Tubingen, forthcoming). 
Chapter X. On the letter (PG 26.1049-1069, reedived by G. Ludwig, 
Athanasii Epistula ad Epictetum (Biss. Jena, 1911]}, which appears to 
have been wrinen around the year 370, see £. D. Momsoulas, ‘La lenre 
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d’Athanase d’Alexandrie 4 Eplevéte,’ Politique et shéologie (1974), 313~333. 


XVill. THE EMPEROR AND THE CHURCH 
Cross-references to the actions of emperors and co chtirch councils discussed ‘im 
Chapters I-XVIL are not given in what follows: the relevant passages can easily be 
located through the table of contents and the indices, 
Matthews, Ararianus (1989), gives the best, fullest, and most recent exposition of 
this evaluation of the historian. For some reservations, see ‘Amunianus Maarcellinus 
and His World,’ CP 88 (1993), 55-70. 
See, briefly, ‘Liverary Convention, Nostalgia, and Realicy in Ammianus 
Marcellinus,’ Reading the Past in Late Antiquity, ed. G. W. Clarke (Rushcuteers 
Bay, 1990), 59-92, at 75-82. 
Ammianue 15.7.6-10, esp. 7: ‘Athanasium episcepum eo tempore apud 
Alexandriam ultca professionem altius se efferentem scitarique conatum externa, ut 
predidere rumores assidui, ceetus in unum quaesitus eiusdem loci multorim— 
synodus ut appellant—cemovit a sacramento quod obt nebat. 
E. D. Hunt, ‘Christians and Christianity in Ammianus Marcellinus,’ Classical 
Quarterly, NS. 35 (1985), 186-200. 
PLRE 1.694, 
“@hvistians and Pagans in the Reign of Constantius.’ L’Eglise et Pertpire ax IV 
siecle (Entretiens sur V'antiquité classique 34, 1989}, 303-337, at 313-321. On 
Constantius’ appointments in the West in the 3505, see R. O. Edbrooke, ‘The Visit 
ef Constantius il to Rome in 357 and Its Effect on the Pagan Roman Senatorial 
Ariscoctacy;’ American Journal of Philology 97 (1976), 40-61. 
Censzans appointed the following western pagans as ord nary censuls: L. Aradius 
Valerius Proculus {340}, M. Maecius Furius Baburius Caecilianus Placidus (343), 
Valcacing Rufinus (347), and Aconius Catullinus (349), Ulpius Limenius, consul in 
349 and praefectus praetorio et urbis frem 347 to 349, Hermogenes, who held the 
latter office in 349/50 (Chr. min. 1.68/9), and Anatolius, who served Constans as 
praetotian prefect of Blyricum c. 344, appear to be eastemners who decided co go to 
the West for the sake of their careers, perhaps because shey were pagans: see A. 
Chascagnol, ‘Remarquessur les sénaveurs orientaux au IV‘ sidcle,’ Acta Antiqua 24 
(1976), 341-356, at 348; ‘La carridre sénatoriale du Bas-Empire (depuis 
Dioclerien},’ Epigrafia e ordine senatorio 1 (Tituli 4, 1982, pub. 1984), 167-194, at 
181; LD. Barnes, L’Eglise et Vempire ax IV* siécle (1989), 320n. 93. On the career 
of @. Flavius Maesius Egnatius Lollianus, consul in 355, see PLRE 1.512-514, 
with “Two Senators under Constantine,’ JRS 65 {1 975), 40-49, at 40. 
R. von Haehling, Die Religionszugehorigheit der hohen Amtstrager des Rémischen 
Reiches seit Censtantins 1. Alleinherrschaft bis zum Ende der Theedosianischen 
Dynastie(Bonn, 1978), 61-63. 
Vogler, Constance (1979), 144, 
Despite his citle, R. Smats, ‘Das Kaiserreich 1871-1918 amd die 
Kirchengeschichrsschreibung,’ ZKG 92 (1981), 69-96, has nothing to say on the 
importanttopic of how the political and cultucal background affected histerians of 
the Christian church. One contrast seems especially significant. Although Jacob 
Burckhardt uses the term ‘Reichskirche’ in the second edition of his classic book 
about Constantine and his age, published in Germany in 1880 (Zeit Constantins 
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des Grossen’ (Leipzig, 1880|, 264 = ed. B. Wyss [Bern, 1950], 449: ‘Constantin 
wollte eine Reichskieche, und zwar aus polin'schen Griinden’), the sentence which 
contains it is absent from the corresponding passage of the first edition, which was 
published in Switzerland shertly after the failed revolutfons of 1848 ({Basle, 1853], 
412). 

Even in the second edition, however, it should be noted that Burckhardt immedi 
ately went on toobserve thar the church of the fourth century wasabie to challenge 
the political pewer of the emperors. Edward Gibbon's view had been similar: ‘the 
distinction of the spicitual and temporal powers, which had never been impesed on 
the free spirit of Greece and Rome, was introduced and confirmed by the legal es- 
tablishment of Christanity,’ and asa result ‘a secret conflict between the civil and 
ecclesiastical jurisdictions embarrassed the operatrons of the Roman government’ 
(Decline and Fall, chap, 2@ [2.333/4 Bury]). 

For example, K. Aland, ‘Kaiser und Kirche von Konstantin bis Byzanz,’ 
Kirchengeschichtliche Entwiirfe (Giterstoh, 1960), 257-279, reprinted in G, 
Ruhbach, ed., Die Kirche angasichts der kenstantinischen Wende (Wege der 
Forschimg 306 [Datmstadt, 1976]), 43~73; W. Schneemelcher, Kirche und Statin 
4. Jabrbundert (Bonner Akademische Reden 37 (Bonn, 1970]), 11, 13, 17, 19, also 
reprinted in Die Kirche (1976), 122-148; Girardet, Kaisergeriabt (1975), 1: "Eine 
der Folgen der “Konstaninischen Wende” ist die “keiserliche Synodalgewalt.” Ina 
laver essay, however, Schneemelcher argues thar it is wrong to speak of a 
‘Staawskirche’ hefore 380 (‘Das konstant'nische Zeitalter: Kritisch-histerische 
Bemerkungen au einem modernen Schlagwort,’ Klesonomia 6 [1974], 37-60). 
Fer an influential srasement of this view, see ©. Seeck, Gaschichte des Untergangs 
der antiken Welt # (Stuttgatt, 1921), 415: ‘Hatte er sich anfangs dem Konail ganz 
feenhalten wollen, soschien esihm jeter nach den Ereignissen von Antiochia fiir das 
Gelingen seines Friedenswerkes durchaus erforderlich, dass er persinlich das 
Prasid‘um fiihrte.” 

So, recently, W. H. C. Frend, The Rise of Chriswianity (Philadelphia, 1984), 527. 
E. Schwartz, Kaiser Constantin und die christliche Kirche (Leipzig, 1936), 127: 
‘die Form derVerhandlung war keine andere als die eines vom Kaiser abgehaltenen 
Schiedsgerichts’ Similarly, Girardet, Kaisergericht (197), 67/8, on the Council of 
‘Tyre in 335: ‘der iudex in diesem Prozess ist Konstantin, die Biscbife sind seine 
consiliacii More recently, Girardet has applied the same analysis to the Council of 
Rome in 313, to which Constantine referred the appeal of the Denatists: ‘er 
konsu'tuierte das kaiserliche consilinan als coneilixan, die BischoSsversammlung von 
Rome Ende Sepsember/Anfang October 313 als die erste Reichssynode’ (‘Das 
Reichskonzil von Rom (313)—Urteil, Finspruch, Folgen, Historia 41 (1992), 104- 
116, at 106). 


. Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 212. A feomote adds that Schwartz ‘consistently exagger- 


ated the degtee @f the Church’s absorption in Constantine's “Reich.” 


. J. Gaudemer, La formation du droit seculier et du droit de l’église au IV et Ve 


‘siécles (Paris, 1957), 179-1 81. However, for a subtie argument which finds signs of 
inciptent Caesaropapism toward the end of Constantius’ reign, see C. Piétri, ‘La 
politique de Constance Tl: Un premier “césaropapisme” ou Pimitatio Coustatini?™ 
LEglise et Vempire au IV siecle (Entretiens sur Vantiguité classique 34 
{Vandoeuvres, 1989}, 113-172. 
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For German doubis about che aptness of the term, see K. Baus, Handbuch der 
Kirchengeschichte 2.1 (Freiburg, Basle, and Vienna, 1973), 91-93 ( = 89/90 in the 
Engl id translat‘on by A. Biggs [New York, 1980]). Significantly, the volume iwelf 
has the title ‘Die Reichskirche nach Konstantin dem Grossen’ 

Ensebrus, VC3.10-12. 

Eusebius, VC 4.42, cf. B. H. Warmington, ‘The Sources of Some Constanu'nian 
Bocaments in Eusebius’ Church History and Life of Constantine,’ Sadia Patristica 
18.1 (1985), 93-98, 

C. J. Hefele and H. Leclercq, Histoire des conecites 1.1 (Par's, 1907); H. Marot, 
‘Conciles anténicéens et conciles oecumém'ques,’ Le concile et lee conciles 
(Cheverogne, 1960), 19-43. For an assessment of the impact of Constantine on 
conciliar practise, see W. de Vries, ‘Die Struktur der Kirche gemiiss dem ersten 
Konzil ven Nikaia und seiner Zeic,’ Werzeichem: Festgabe sum 60. Geburtstag von 
Prof. Dr. Hermenegild M. Biedermann OSA (Wiireburg, 1971), 55-81. He con- 
cludes that ‘dfe bisher verfolge, aber frele Kirche, wicd langsam zur 
“Reichskirche.”* 


. Constantine (1981), 212-214, 378 n. 35. 
. The term ‘ecumenical council’ is first atcested in 338: Eusebius, VC 3.6.1; 


Athanasius, Apol. c. Ar. 72, H. Chadwick, “The Origin of the Title “Oecomenical 
Cocncil,”” JP5, N.S. 23 (1972), 132-135, argues that the term was used in 325 it- 
self and ‘had seine associaty‘on in the first instance withthe church’s plea fer exemp- 
tion from rax’—and he draws the inference sat the decisions of the Council of 
Nicaea were so widely accepted because it had succeeded in ‘obtaining important 
fiscal relief” 

J. Gaudemet, Formation du droit (1957), 144, citing Augustine, De bapw'sr10 2.3.4 
(CSELS1.178). 

The leccers of Basil of Caesarea appear to indicate how the system of ran’ce-yearly 
provincial councils worked in pracu’se: a council met each year in June at 
Phargamous (Ep. 95), while one on 7 September in Caesarea celebrated the martyr 
Eupsychius (Epp. 100, 142). 

See EOMIA 2.50-53, 153, 172/3, 312-315. For the accidental nature of the earli- 
est collections of canon law, see E, Schwartz, ‘Die Kanonessammlungen der alten 
Reichskitche,’ Zeitselnift der Savigny Stiftung fiir Rechtsgeschichte, Kanonistische 
Abteilung 25 (1936), 1-114, ceprinted in his Gesammelte Schriften 4 (Berlin, 
1960), 159-275. His conclusions may need partial modification if the Council of 
Gaugea met ¢, 355, a8 arguied in ‘The Date of the Council of Gangra,’ JTS, NS.40 
(1989),121-124. 

Opmuss, App. 5, p. 203.23-25 Ziwma (314); Rufnus, HE 10.5 = Gelasius of 
Cyzicus, HE 2.27.10 (325)~-from Gelasius of Caesarea. 


. Busebins, VC4.27.2, 
. Millar, The Exsperor ins the Roman World (London, 1977), esp. chaps. 7-9. 


As does Giratdet, Kaisergericht (1975), 60-62. 


. Asstaed by Gurardet, Kaisergeriche (1975), 63-65, 67, 
. Eusebius, HE 7.30.19/20, ef. F, Milla ‘Paul of Samosata, Zenobia, and Aurelian: 


The Church, Local Culture, and Political Allegiance in Third-Century Syria,’ JS 
61 (1971), 1-17. 


}. Bespite Girardet, Kaisergericht (1975), 66-75. 


294 


35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 
43, 


NOTES T@ PAGES 173-176 


. CT 1.27.1 (2318); Const, Sirm. 1 (333),cf Constantine (1981), $1, 312 nn. 78- 


82. For the modern bibliography on this contentious topic, see now S. Elm, ‘An 
Alleged Book-Theft in Fourth-Century Egypt: P. Lips. 43," Studia Patristica 18.2 
(1989), 209-217. P. Lips. 43 provides an example of episcopal jurisdicv’on in a case 
concerning the theft of some books. The name of the bishop is Plusianus: since the 
editor of che papyrus (U. Wilcken) dates the papyrusto the fourth century and gives 
ins provenance as ‘Hermupolis(?),’ there is a chance thathe may be none other than 
Plusianus, the bishop of Lycopolis, who was alleged to have bumned the house of 
Arsenius on Athanasius’ orders (Sozomenus, HE 2.25.12, cf. Camplani, Lettere 
11989],303). 

Sozemenus, HE 1.9.65 Cf 1.13.1 (316); CTh 4.7.1 = Cf 1.13.2 (321). 

J. F Matthews, ‘Gesandischaft,’ RAC 10 (1978), 653-685, esp. 679. 

CTh 11.39.8(381). 

CTh 16.2.12 (my own deliberately free translation). The subscription reads: “data 
epistula viifi kal{endas} Octob(res), acc{eptal non(is) Octobiribus) Arbitiane et 
Lelliano cons(ulibu)s.’ Seeck, Regesten (1919), 11, construed the phrase data 
epistula as a reference to a letter of the praetorian prefect forwarding the emperor's 
fustractions, 

The execution of Priscillian is not an exception, since he was net a validly ordained 
bishop: see K. M. Girardet, “Trier 385: Der Prozess gegen die Priszillianer,* Chiron 4 
(1974), 577-608, and (briefly) ‘Religion and Society in the Reig of Theodosius,” 
Grace, Politics,and Besire: Essays on Augustine (Calgary, 1990), 157-175, at 163. 
Chapter XII n. 53; Chapter XIV; Chapter XVI, at nn. 54-57. 

F. Hagel, Kirche und Kaisertion in Lebre und Leben des Athanasius (Diss, 
‘Tiibingen, pub. Leipzig, 1933), 15-77, esp. 47-58. See alse L. W. Bamuard, 
‘Athanasius and the Roman State,’ Studies in Church History and Patristics 
(ANAAEKTA BAATAAON 26 [Thessalonrki, 1978]), 312-328, reprinted from 
Latomus 36 (1977), 422-437: this article includes mater‘al already published in 
“Athanase et les empereurs Constantin et Constance,’ Pelitique et théologie (1974), 
127-143. 

J. Gaudemet, Forntation du droit (1957), 181/2. 

R. Klein, ‘Zur Glaubwiirdigkeit histor'scher Aussagen des Bischofs Athanasius ven 
Alexandria iiber die Refigionspolitik des Kaisers Constantius Il Studia Patristica 
17.3 (1982), 996-1017, ar 1002-1010, argues that this is yet another invented 
quetatien and that the sentimense are those of Athanasius rather than Ossjus. It 
would not much affect the point at issue here if he were cocrect, bur Athanasius 
claims to have read the lettet (Hist. Ar. 43.4). 

@ptatus 3.3 (p. 73.20 Ziwsa). 


XIX. BISHOPS AND SOCIETY 
See esp. B. Biondi, ff diritto romano cristiano (Milan, 1952-1954}; J. Gaudemet, 
LE glise dans Pempire romain (IV-W* siecles) (Paris, 1958); A. H. M. Jones, The 
Later Roman Empire (Oxford, 1964), 873-1024 (three long chapters on the 
church, religien and morals, and education and culture)s and the succinct and per- 
ceptive survey by H. Chadwick, The Role of the Christian Bishop in Anaiert Soci 
ety (Centre for Hermeneutical Studies, Berkeley: Colloquy 35, 1980), 1-14, with 
the response by P. Brown (ib. 15~22). Furthet, for a brief analysis of the transforma 
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tion of pelitical power in the fourth century, sce G. W. Bewersock, ‘From Emperor 
to Bishop: ‘The Self-Conscious Transferman‘on of Pelitical Power in the Fourth 
Century A.B.’ CP 81 (1986), 298-307. 

Among the vast amount of recent wrinng on these subjects, see esp. A. Marun, 
‘Lifglise et la khora égyptienne au IV sitcle,” REAug 25 (1979), 3-25; ‘Aux 
origines de léglise copre: Liimplamat'um et le développement du Christianisme en 
Egypte (IV sitcles),’ Revue des études artciennes 83 (1981), 35-56; R. S. Bagnall, 
‘Religyous Conversion and @nomastic Change,’ Bulleti of the American Socicty of 
Papyrologis 19 (1982), 105-124; E, Wipszycka, ‘La chiesa nell’Egitto del (V 
seoolo: Le strurmre ecclesiastiche,’ Miscellanea Historiae Ecclesiasticae 6 (1983), 
182-201; R Rousseau, Pachomius: The Making of 4 Community in Fouth- 
Century Egypt (Berkeley, 1985); E. Wipszyclea, ‘La valeur de fonomastique pour 
Phistoire de la Christianisation de l'Egypte: A propos d'une étude de R. S. Bagnall,” 
ZPE 62 (1986), 173-181; R. S. Bagnall, ‘Conversion and Onomastics: A Reply,” 
ZPE 69 (1987), 243-256; D. J. Kyrtatas, The Sosial Structure of Early Christian 
Communities (London, 1987}, 147-179; E. Wipszycka, ‘La christianisatfon de 
PEgypre aux IV—VF siécles: Aspects sociaux et ethniques, Aegyptus 68 (1988), 
117-165; S, Rubenson, The Letters of St. Antony: Origenist Theology, Monastic 
Tradition, and the Making of a Saint (Lund, 1990), 89-125. Also the collective vol- 
ume, The Roots of Egyptiat Christianity, od. B. A. Pearson and J. E. Goehring 
(Philadelphia, 1986), 

E. Wipszycka, Les ressemrces et les activités économiques des églises en Exyple du 
4 at 8 sidcle (Brussels, 1972}. 

M. J. Hollerich, “The Alexandrian Bishops and the Grain Trade: Beclesiastical 
Commeree in Late Roman Egypt,’ Journal of the Economic and Social History of 
the Orient25 (1982), 187-207. 

N. H, Baynes, ‘Alexandria and Constantinople: A Study io Ecclesiastical Diplo- 
macy, JEA 12 (1926), 145-156, reprinted in his Byzantine Studies and Ober 
Essays (London, 1955), 97-115. 

W. HL C. Frend, ‘Athanasins as an Egyptian Cho'srian Leader in the Fouth Cen- 
nury,’ New College Bulletin 8 (1974), 20-37, reprinted as Religion Popedar and 
Unpopular in the Esrly Christian Centuries (London, 1976), No. XVI. 

E, Vitinghoff, ‘Staat, Kirche, und Dynastie beim Yode Konstantins,’ L’Eglise et 
Pempire au IV* sidcle (Entrett ens str Partiquité classiqse 34 (Vandoewvres, 1989]), 
4-28; K. L, Noetblichs, ‘Kirche, Recht, und Gesellschaft in der Jahrhunderemitee,” 
ib, 251-294, 

For this interpretation, see Constartine (1981), 208-260; ‘The Constantinian Ref 
ormation,’ The Crake Lectures 1984 (Sackville, 1986), 39-58; ‘Christians and Pa- 
gansin the Reign of Consantius,’ UBglise et Vempire au IV siécle (Entretiens sur 
Pantiquité classique 34 (Vandoeuvres, 1989}), 301-337; The Constanvinian Sercle- 
ment,’ Exsebins, Judaism, and Christianity (Detroit, 1992), 635-657. 

Chapter XVII, at nn. 13-17. 


}. Theodoretus, HE 1.11.3, 4.4.2. 
. Whar follews is a revised version of “The Career of Athanasius,’ Stedia Patvistica 


21 (1989), 390-405, ar 393-395. 
Eusebius, HE 10.7.2. 
Eusebius, VC 2.46.3, 
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|. C. Piétri, ‘Constantin en 324: Propagande et théelogie impérialesd’aprés les decu- 


mensde la Vita Constantini,’ Crise et redrassement dans les previnces ewopéennes 
de Vempire romain pmilien du IL au milieu de IV siécle ap. J. C.}, ed. E. Frézouls 
(Strasbourg, 1983), 63-90, at 71 n. 33, argues that Constantine sent this lerver only 
to the metropolitan bishop of each province. 


. Canon 6, cf. H. Chadwick, ‘Faith and Order ar the Council of Nicaea: A Nore on 


the Background of the Sixth Canon, HTR $3 (1960), 171-195. 

For the inference, based on Sozomenus, HE 3,9.5, which restricts it to Alexandria, 
see J. Karayarmopules, Das Finanzwesen des friibbyzantinischen States 
(Siidosteswopaische Arbeiten {Munich 1958], 216/7. 

Presumably analogous to the vestis militaris, on which see J. Kerayannopulos, 
Financwesen (1958), 112-117; J.-M. Carrié, L’Egypre au IV siécle: Fiscaliré, 
éconoum’e, société,’ Proceedings of she Sixteenth International Cangross of 
Papyrology (American Studies in Papylogy 23 (Chico, 1981}), 431-446, at 
43415. 


. See now the recent volume edited by M. Beard and J. North, Pagan Priests: Reli- 


gion and Power in the Anciont World (London, 1990): the frst chapte, by M. 
Beard, rightly stresses the religious role of the Senate in the Roman republic, which 
far outstipped that of the priestly colleges or the individual priesas, who were all of 
senatorial rank (19-48). 


. Canons 2-4, 55, 56, of, Constantine (1981), $4, 314 n, 108. 
). ILS 705 {between 333 and 335). 
. C. Lepelley, Les crtés de PAfrique romaine au Bas-Empire 1 (Paris, 1979), 362~ 


369. 


. For the systemic importance of patronage in the Greco-Roman world, see T. 


Johnson and C. Dandeker, ‘Patronage: Relatien and System,’ Patronage in Ancient 
Sowety, ed. A. Wallace-Hadrill (London, 1989), 219-242. 


. P. Brown, “The Rise and Function of the Holy Man in Late Antiquity,’ JRS 61 


(1971), 80-101; ‘Town, Village, and Holy Men: ‘The Case of Syria,” Assintilawion et 
résistance @ la culture gréce-romaine dans le mende aneien, ed, D, M. Pippidi 
(Bucharest, 1976), 213-220, both reprinted in his Sowety and the Holy in Late 
Antiquity (Berkeley, 1982), 103-165, 


XX. EPILOGUE 
On 2 May (Index 45): the Historia acephala 5.14 has ‘VILL pachom mensis’ (= 3 
May), which should perhaps be emended to ‘VI.’ 
Rafinus, HE 11.3; Socrates, HE 4.20.2-22.3; Theodoretus, HE 4,20; Sozomenus, 
HE6.19,2-6. 
Chapter XIIL, at n.62. 
Theodorerus, HE 4.21.14, says that he is quoting a leteer: it seems probable, there- 
fore, thar Peter in 373 wrote a letter analogous in form, soepe, and aim to his 
predecessor's Encyclical Leiter of 339 (Chapter V). 
Theodoretus, HE 4.22.1~35. The extract concludes with the statement that certain 
‘orthodox clerics in Antioch have been exiled ro Neecaesarea in Pontus—where 
they have perhaps died from the sevetity of the climate (36). 
Secrates, HE 4.24.3-18, 22.6; Sovomenus, HE 6.20.1. 
Rufinus, HE 11.2 (explicitly dated after the death of Athanasius). Tatianus is first 
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attested as cones sacranan largitienan on 16 February 374 (CTh 10.20.8) and 
continued in office until 380. PLRE 1.876/7 argues that Rufinus is mistaken and 
that Tarianus ‘conducted Valens’ persecution of the Homoousians’ in 368/9 as pre- 
fect. However, the Barbarus Scaligeri, which is in origin an Alexandrian decument, 
makes Tatianus prefect again after the death of Athanasius (Chr. min. 1.296)— 
which presumably reflecis the face that he was again in Egypt after 373. 

Socrates, HE 4.37. 

Cb 16.1.2. 

CTb 16.1.3(30 July381). 

For a recent snecinct acceunt of Theodosius’ ‘egislab‘on against heretics, pagans, 
and Jews,’ see J. H.W. G. Liebeschuerz, Barbarians and Bishops: Army, Church, 
and State in the Age of Arcadius and Chrysostom (Oxterd, 1990), 146-153. 


APPENDIX 1. THE FESTAL LETTERS 
On the Festal Letters of caclier bisheps of Alexandria, see Camplani, Lettere 
(1989), 19-24, 
Lorenz, @sterfestbrief (1986): see the brief assessment in JTS, N.S. 39 (1988), 
249/50. 
On the imporcance of Camplani’s work, seeJTS, NS. 41 (1990), 258-264. 
JTS, NS. 37 (1986), 583/4. 
Recently edited by W, Wanda-Comus, Cosmas Indicopleustes: Topegraphie 
chretienne 3 (Sources chrétiennes 197, 1973), 241-253; P. Joannou, Discipline 
géncrole antique (IV-IX s,) 2: Les canens des péres grew (Fentt 9 [Growafecrata, 
1963}), 71-76. Vaticanus graecus 1650 preserves Athanasius’ list of the canon 
from the lerter with interpolated line-lengths for each book: G. Mercsti, ‘Per 
P*Apocritico” di Macario Magnete: Una tavola dei capi dei libri I, Il, e Il” Nuove 
note di leiteratura biblica e cristiana (Studi e Testi 95 (Vatican, 1941)), 49-84, at 
56/7,78-80. 
For fuller detils, see Camplani, Levtere (1989), 31-663 fer a conspectus of editions 
down to 1974, CPG 2102. 
W, Cureton, The Festal Leiters ef Athanasius (London, 1848). 
A. Mai, Now Patrum Bibliotheca 6 (Rome, 1853), 1-149. 
H. Burgess, The Festal Letters of S. Athanasius (Oxford, 1854), 146-141. 
For two conspicuous examples, see V. Peri, ‘La cronologia delie letrere fesvali de 
Sam’ Amnasio e la Quaresima,’ Aevier 35 (1961), 28-86, esp. 48-50; M. Albert, 
“La 10° lettce fesvale d’Athanase d’Alexandrie (tcaduction ec interprétation), Parole 
de ’ Orientt6-7 (1975-1976), 69-90. 
Roberwon, Selest Writings {1892), 503-553. The Syriac fragments ef Letters 
XXVH, XXIX, and XLIV in Severus of Antioch’s Liber contra impium 
‘grammaticum are edited and translated inw French by J. 1ebon, CSCO 101 
(1933), 293-295; 102 {1933), 216/7, {Boch volumes ate also styled CSCO, 
Scriptores Syri* 6.) 


. Echoing without farther arguments the verdict of W. Wright, Catalogue of the 


Syriag Marmscrips in the British Museum 2 (London, 1871),406 Ne. dcecii: ‘weir 
ten ina peculias, rather cursive hand of abaeut the vii cent. 

Camplani, Lettere (1989), 32-34. 

Camplani, Letvere (1989), 73-79, cf. JTS, NS. 41 (1990), 259. 
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L. F Leforr, S. Athanase: Lettres festales et pastorales en Copte (CSCO 150 = 
Scriptores Coptici 19, 1955), 1-72 (text); (CSCO 151 = Scriptores Coptiai 20, 
1955), 1-55 (translation). Earlier edit ons are listed at CSCO 150 (1955), v. 


. R. G. Cogui'n and E. Luccesi, ‘Un complément att corps copte des lettres feswales 


d’Athanase,’ Orientalia Lovaniensia Periodica 13 (1982), 137-142; R. G. Coguin, 
‘Les lettres. festales d’Athanase (CPG 2101): Un nonvean complément: Le 
manuscrit IFAO, Copte 25 (Planche X),’ ib. 15 (1984), 133-158. 


. Camplani, Lettere (1989), 34-40, 53-66. 
. Camplani, Lettere (1989), 68-72. 
._M. Pieper, ‘Zwei Blitrer aus dem Osterbrief des Athanasius vom Jahre 364 (Pap. 


Berol, 11948)," ZNW 37 (2938), 73-76, cf. Camplani, Lettere (1989), 40. The 
leaves were in Berlin in 1938, but now appear to be lost. 


). A. Laminski, Der heilige Geist als Geist Christi und Geist der Glanhigen (Lei‘pzig, 


1969), 114/5; M. Tetz, TRE 4 (1979),341/2; Camplani, Lettere (1989), 101-103. 


- Camplani, fettere (1989), 103-105. 
. Thus the Jndex states thar Athanasius wrote no letter for Easter 341 or 342, botthe 


Syriac corpus includes letters for both these years (Letters XII, XIV). 


. A. Jilicher, Géttingischer Gelebrte Anzeigen 1913.706-708 {in a review of O. 


Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur 3 [Freihurg im Breisgau, 
1912)); E, Schwartz, ‘Zur Kurchengeschichte des viersen Jahrhunderts,’ ZNW 34 
(1935), 129-213, repr'ined in his Gesammelte Schriften 4 (Berlin, 1960), 1-110. 
‘Theit principal conclusions were accepted by L. Duchesne, Origines du culte 
drrétien* (Paris, 1920), 255/6; K, Holl, ‘Die Schriften des Epiphanius gegen die 
Bilderverehrung,’ Sitaungsberichte der preussischen Akademie der Wiesenschaftert 
zu Berlin 1916,828-868, reprinted in his Gesanmnelte Aufsitze zur 
Kirchengeschichte 2 (Tiibingen, 1927), 351-387; O. Casel, “Art und Sow der 
alvesten christlichen Osterfeier,’ Jabrhuch fiir Liturgicwissenschafe 14 (1938), 1-78, 
E.L. Cross, The Study of Athanasius (Oxford, 1945), 16/7. 

L. T. Lefer, ‘Les lerrres festales de s, Athanase,’ Bulletin de 'Académie Royale de 
Belgique, Classe des Lermes* 39 (1953), 643-651. He amempred to evade the litur- 
gical argument by postulating that the letters which mention a six-day fast were 
written afser Lent had already begun (649). 

J. Quasven, Patrology 3 (Utrecht, Antwerp, and Westarinster, Md., 1960), 53: “This 
new discovery proves Schwartz's chronology impossible.’ That assessment was 
widely accepted: see V. Peri, Aevum 35 (1961), 28-62; C. Kannengiesser, ‘Le 
vémorgnage des Lettres festales de Saint Athanase sur la date de l'Apofagie contre 
es paiens, sur Vincarnation du Verbe,’ Rech. sci. rel. 52 (1964), 91-100; P. 
Merendino, Paschale Sacramentum: Eine Untersuchung liber die Osterkatusioce 
des bl, Athanasius von Alexandrien in ihrer Bezt ehuong zs den friiichristlichen 
exegetisab-theologischen Uberlieferingen {Liturgiewissensahaftliche Quelien und 
Forschungen 42 [Miutser, 1965), vi B. Altaner and A. Sruiber, Patrologie? 
(Freiburg, Basle, and Vienna, 1966), 277; T. D. Barnes, Constantine (1981), 233, 
386. Observe, however, the doubss expressed by M. Tetz, TRE 4 (1979),344. 

G. Garitte, ‘Les cinations arméniennes des lettres festales d’Athanase,’ Handes 
Amsorya 75 (1961), 425-440, Nos, 6, 5, of. E. Schwartz, ZNW 34 (1935), 132- 
135. 

L. T. Lefort, ‘A prepos des Festales de s, Athanase,’ Le Muséen 67 (1954), 43-50, 
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stigmarising the unwelcome evidence as ‘les données pseudo-chronologiques de 
‘Timothée’” 


). Lorenz, Osterfestbrief (1986), 20-28. 
|. As argued by Camplani, Lestere (1989), 159. 


Lorenz, Osterfactbrief (1986), 31-35. 

C. J, Hefele, ‘Die neu aufgetundenen @sterbriefe des h. Athanasius,” Theslogische 
Quartalschrift 35 (1853), 146-167, at 150, cf. 162-167. Hefele was reviewing F. 
Larsow’s annovated German rranslation, Die fest-briefe des heiligen Athanasius, 
bischofs von Alexandria (Leipzig, 1852). 

C. J. Hefele, A History of the Couneils of the Church, wans. H.N. Oxenham 2 
(Edinburgh, 1876), 88 n. 1 =C. J. Hefele and H. Leclerca, Histoire des conailes 1.2 
(Paris, 1907), 739 n. 4, The sentence also appears in W. Glick, ‘Die Bistiimer 
Noricums, besonders das torchische, zur Zeit der rémischen Herrschaft,’” 
Sitzimgsberictte der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschafter in Wie, 
Philesophisch-historische Classe 17 (1855), 60-150, at 64 n. 2: ‘Dieser Vorbericht 
gehdrte uspriinglich zu einer anderen nicht mehr vorhandenen Sammlung der 
Festbriefe des h. Athanasius und ward von einem spateren Abschreiber mit der 
obigen verbunden.? 

Roberson, Select Wrisings (1892), 501 n. 6%, 504 n, 17°, 527 n. 1. For a tabulated 
comparison of what the Index and the headings to each lecer state abourthe con- 
suls of each year and the prefects of Egypt, see A. Martin, Sourees chrétiennes 317 
(1985), 313-319. 

V. Peti, Aevin 35 (1961), 42/3. The March new moon appeared in Alexandria in 
she early mocing of 1$ March in 340, about uridnight during the night of 9/10 
‘March in 346; see H. H, Goldstine, Newand Full Moons, 1001 B.C, to A.D. 1651 
(Philadelphia, 1973), 112/3. Hence the erroneous calculation must belong to 346 
and cannot have been made for Easter 340; cf. A. Martin, Sources chrétiennes 317 
(1985),310/1). 

Camplani, Lettcre (1989), 115-129, 190-193, 


”. For a similar list keyed to years rather than to the teansnu'tted numbers of the let- 


ers, see Camplani, Lettere (1989), 195/6. 

The dates of Easter at Alexandria between 328 and 373 are convenicnwly tabulated 
in Robertson, Select Writnags (1892), 502. The tnderlying computation is not alto- 
getherclear: there are three deviations {in 333, 346, and 349) from the Alexandrian 
cycle assumed by E, Schwartz, Chistliche und jiidische Ostertafeln (Abbardl-oxgen 
der kéniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften a Gottingen, Philologisch- 
historische Klasse, NE 8.6, 1905), 46-49, who asserts that in these years 
Athanasius changed the date to please Rome (26, 28). 


. E, Schwartz, ZNW 34 (1935), 133. 

|. E, Schwartz, ZNW 34 (1935), 131/2, cf. Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 270-272. 

. Robertson, Select Writings (1892), 527. 

. Chapeer IV, 

. S. Sakkos, “'H AS’ Zeprasnuci) emoToh Tod M."AGavact'on,’ Tehos édprios 


Xuuosris ebanecooris éneretou Meydtov' Abavavi ev (373-1973) (Thessaloniki, 
1974), 129-196, at 129/30. 


. E. Schwarme, ZNW 34 (1935), 134. Camplani, Lettere (1989), 170/2, argues in 


favor of retaining the transmitted date. 
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Ik is not known why the Coptic version numbers XL, XLI, XLII, and XLII as 41, 
42, 43, and 44 respectively (R. G. Coquin, Ovientalia Lovaniensia Periodica 15 
{1984}, 144-152, 14/5; CSCO 150.67.5-8 = 151.48.11-14). 

Observe, however, thar Kannengiessen, Athanase (1983), 398-403, argues that the 
letter ‘datede Paques 340.’ 

E, Schwarw, ZNW 34 (1935), 131/2; Lorenz, Osterfestbrief (1986),28-30, cf. L. 
Duchesne, Origine (1920), 255/6. Duchesne himself had deduced from the Letter 
to Serapion that the Christians of Egypt were still fasting only for the week preced- 
ing Easter as late as 341. 

V. Peri, Aevuns 35 (1961), 53-70. 

Camplani, Lettere (1989), 160-168. 

Lorenz, Osterfestbrief{1986), 29, styles it an ‘Exalsbrief” 

Chapter IV. 


:APBENDIX 2. THE COMPOSITI@N OF THE DEFENSE AGAINST THE ARIANS 


aes 


10, 


1. 


12. 


Observe that 71.3-72.1 (as far as éwAdrrero) is an obvious insertion into a pre- 
existing context, The date of theletter of the cathoticas Fl, Himerius about building 
a church for Ischyras (85.7) is not altogether clear: Opitz en 164.4 argued for 339 
or later, but Athanasius quotes the letter to prove that the Eusebians rewarded 
Ischyras at ence (85.5/6), and the fact that it describes him as a priest, net a bishop, 
ought to pointra a date close to the Council of Tyre, perhaps auturnn 335 (PLRE 
1.437}. 

R Seiler, Athanasius, Apologia contra Arianos {thre Entstebueng und Datierungh 
(Diss. Tibingen, 1932}, esp. 23-32. 

Opitz on 87, 167-194. The theory of unitary composition, though with a mndified 
date of summer/autumn 356, is restated by V. Twomey, Apostolikos Thronos: The 
Primacy of Rome as Reflected in the Church History of Eusebius and the Historico- 
apologetical Writings of Saint Athanasius wre Great (Minster, 1982), 292-305, 

R. Seiler, Athanasius (1932), 30-32. 

Opitz on 162.20/21. 

A.H.M. Jones, ‘The Date of the Apologia contra Arianos of Athanasius,’ JTS,N.S. 
5{1954), 224-227, cf. PLRE 1.876/7. 

L. di Salve, ‘Ancorz sull’istivuzione della dioccesis Aegyptl,’ Rivista storica 
deWantichita 9 (1979), 69-74. 

T. Orlandi, ‘Sull’ Apologia secundz (contra Arfanos) di Atanasio di Alessandria,’ 
Augustinianua 15 (1975), 49-79. 

©. Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur 3 (Freibueg im Breisgau, 
1912), 61, cf. C. J. Hefele and H. Leclercq, Histoire des concitas 1.2 (Paris, 1907), 
912; C. Kannengiesser, ‘Athanasius von Alemandrien,’ Gestalten der 
Kirchengeschichte, od. M. Greschat 1 {Stutygart, 1984), 266-284, at 274/5, 
Hence Athanasius’ reference toexileas something ‘which I havesuffered in the past 
and am now suffering’ (59.5). Opitz on 140.4 takes this as referring to the exiles of 
335 and 356 rasher than those of 335 and 339. 

Chapter XI. Hence the references to ‘enemies’ (1.1) and to Censtantius and 
Coostans as jotnt emperors (1.2), hence the protests against reopening a case so 
often decided (1.2~4), and herice too the overall argument. 

R. Seiler, Athanasius (1932), 33, 
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. Chapeers IV, VI, XL 
J. Chapter XIV. 


Schwartz, Gas. Schr. 3 (1959), 101 n. 1: the Letter te the Bishops of Egypt and 
Libya ‘ist. wie die meisten Schriften des Athanasius aus dieser Periode, kein 
einbeitliches Werk.” 

Opice, Untersudungen zur Uberlicferung der Schriften das Athanasius 
(Berlin/Leipzig, 1935), 158 n, 3. Befere Opitz contcadicted him, Seiler’s analysis, 
had been accepted by K. B Hagel, Kirche und Kaisertsen in Lehre und Leben des 
Athanasius (Diss, Tabmgen, 1933), 31. 


APPENDIX 3. THE BEFENSE BEFORE CONSTANTIUS 
Gwarkin, Arianisne (1900), 157; O. Bardenhewer, Geschiabte der altkirchlichen 
Literatur3 (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1912), 62; Opitz on 279.1; M. Tew, TRE 4 
(1979), 340; Beeanscke, Hilarius (1984), 110. Opite on 210.16 dated the Defense 
to the second half of 357 and put ie composition and that of the Defense of His 
Blight between the Defense against the Arians and the History of she Arias. But 
the dependence of the Defense before Constantius on the Defense against the 
Arians, which he rightly detected (on 279.9ff,), only establishes a termimes post 
quer of 349 (App. 2). 
Roberwon, Select Writiugs (1892), li, 236. 
J-M, Szymusiak, Sources chrétienmtes 56 (1958), 30, 55, 59-63 (unchanged in the 
second edition of 1987). Szymusiak holds chat Athanasius began to compose she 
Defense immediately after the final defeat of Magnentius in the summer of 353 
“The episode occurred at Easter (14.4~15.5). The year has been variously est'mated 
as 347, 352, or 355: see, respectively, Opite on 286.34 (347); Seeck, Geschichte 4 
(Berlin, 1911), 139, 444, followed by Brennecke, Hilarius (1984), 118 (352); A. 
Marcin, ‘Les premiers siécles du Christianisme  Alexandrie: Essai de tepographie 
religieuse (IICIV* siécles),’ REAug 30 (1984), 211-235, at 217/8 (berween 351 and 
353}; L. S. Le Nain de Tillemont, Mémoires pour servir a Vhistoire ecclésiastique 8 
(Paris, 1713), 149, followed by Roberrsen, Select Writings (1892), 243 (355). All 
the dates except 347 are deduced from the Defense itself: on the analysis argued 
here, the year is most likely to be 351. 
J-M. Szymusiak, Sources chrétiennes 56 (1958), 60/1. 
For the invivation to visit the speaker's city, cf. Pan. Lat. 6(7).22 (an orator frem. 
Autun addressing Conswantine in 310). A thetorical handbook of the early fourth 
century advises a speaker who delivers an imper'i panegyric to conclude wich a 
prayer ‘beseeching God that the emperors reign may endure long’ (Menander 
Rheter, ed. D, A. Russell and N. G. Wilson (Oxford, 1981], 94/5)—a precept to 
which Eusebius gave a Christian twist when he cenchided his panegyeic of 336 by 
looking ferwatd to Constantine’s reception inte heaven (Triakentaeterlkes 10.7). 
Probablyon 10 August, cf. Seéck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 439 
Chapter XI. 
PLRE 1.119. Unforrunately, there seems to be noevicence for Asterius or his career 
apart from these two passages and Hist. Ar. 51.4, which refers to ‘Asterius the 
comies and Palladius the netarius’ as bringing instruci’ons from Constantius to pre- 
vent the arrest of Athanasius in 350. 
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. Kopecele, Neo-Arianism 1 (2979), 127~132. He adopts a date of c. 350 with appeal 
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APPENDIX 4. THE DATE OF ON THE COUNCIL OF NICAEA 
Robereson, Select Writings (1892), 149. In his prolegomena to the volume, how- 
ever, Robertson tentatively accepts J. H. Newman's date of 352 (xi, cf. 150 n. 21. 
Opirz on 2.15/6; J. Quasten, Patrology 3 (Utrecht, Antwerp, and Westminster, 
Md, 1960), 61; B. Altaner and A. Stuiber, Patrologie” (Freiburg, 1966), 271; M 
Tesz, TRE 4 (1979), 339; F. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon (London, 1983), 
76. Opice himself was presumably influenced by ‘etwa 350° given as the date by O. 
Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur 3 (Freiburg im Breisgau, 
1912),71. 

Schwartz, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 85. 

Brennecke, Hilarivs (1984), 11 n. 41, 306 n. 290, Itis not atall clear on what basis 
Hanson, Search (1988), 419, makes the canfident pronouncement: ‘De Decretis we 
can dave to 356 or 357. 

Chapter XV. 

Kopecek,Nco-Arianism 1 (1979), 116-126. 

Unfortonately, the complimentary addressiy a Bididems (2.3) does not help to de- 
fine his status: see L. Dineen, Titles of Address in Christian Greek Epistolography 
to $27 A.D, (Diss. Washington, 1929), 63/4, 109; H. Zilliacus, Untersuchungen zu 
den abstrakten Anredeformen und Hoflichkeitstiteln im Griechischen (Helsinki, 
1949), 66: ‘ohne Unterschied auf Stand und Rang.’ 

As duly noted by Opitz on 3.10. 

Also Orat. c, Ar. 1.9, 1.17,2.43, 3.14,cf. Chapter V. 

1-28 (Decr. 28-32). 


to Schwartz and Opitz (116 n. 4), 


. Chapter XII. 


APPENDIX 5. NARRATIVE AND CHRONOLOGY IN SOCRATES 

For a similar brief analysis of HE 23-20, see W. Schneemelcher, ‘Die 
Kirchweihsynode von Antiochien 341,” Bonner Festgabe Johannes Straub zum 65. 
Geburtstag am 18. October 1977 dargebraebt von Kollegen und Schiilern (Bonn, 
1977), 319-346, at 334-336; for an analysis of the whole book by the sources em: 
ployed, F Geppert, Die Quellen des Kirchenbistorikers Socrates Scholasticus 
(Studien zur Geschichte der Theologie und der Kirche 34 Leipzig, 1898]), 118~ 
121. 

One of Socrates’ important sources, from which he derived h’1sexact and consu- 
lar dates for imperial accessions and deaths and other events in the fourth century, 
was a consular list with historical notices closely related to the televant section of 
the text which Theodor Mommsen printed as Consularia Constantinopolitana 
(Chr. min. 1.205-247}—which was presumably the source of theextam document. 
Geppert styled this presumed [ost source ‘Die Chronik von Constantinope!” 
(Quellen {1898}, 32-46}, but it began befoce 330: see O. Seeck, ‘Studien zur 
Geschichte Diocletians und Constantins. I: Idacius und die Chronik von 
Constansinopel,” Jalrtricher fir classische Philologie 139 (1889), 601-635, at 
619-630. Moreover, R. W. Burgess, ‘History vs. Historiography in Late Antiquity; 
Ancient History Bulletin 4 (1990), 116-124, at 12/2, argues thatthe Consularia 
Constantinopolitana were originally composed in Gaul in the early 340s, then 
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brought to Censtantinople, where a continuation was added in the 360s. Socrates’ 
chronological source was also used before him by Jerome in his continuation of 
Eusebius’ Chronicle and after him by Maccell anus and in the Paschal Chronicle: see 
B. Croke, ‘City Chronicles of Late Antiquity,’ Reading the Past in Late Arriguity, 
ed. G, W. Clarke (Rusheutvers Bay, 1990), 165-203, at 182-185. 

E, Bihain, ‘La cource d'un texte de Socrate (H.E,II.,38,2) relatif A Cyrille de 
Jércsalem,’ Byzantion 32 (1962), 81-91, argued chat this notice derives from ‘the 
Greek Rufinus’ and that its logical place is becween 2.27.7 and 2.28.1. 

See ‘The Date of the Council of Gangro,” JTS, N.S. 40 (1989), 121-124. 


APPENDIX 6. SOCRATES, SOZOMENUS, AND SABINUS 
Alan Cameron, “The Bropress and the Poet: Paganism and Politics at the Court of 
Theodesius Il,’ Yale Classical Studies 27 (1982), 217~289, at 265-267. His argu- 
ment proceeds from a striking contrast between Socraws and Sozomenus: the 
former lavishes praise on Anthemius, who bad been in power as praetorian prefect 
of the East from 405 to 414, and on ‘fheedosius’ consort Eudocia (HE 7.1, 21.8- 
10, 47), while the latter is retally silem about Anthentius and Eudocia, but praises 
Theodosius’ sister Puicheria at length (HE 9.1), F. Geppert, Die Quellen des 
Kirchenhistorikers Socrates Scholasticus (Studien zur Geschichte der Theologie 
und der Kirche 3.4 [Leipzig 1898}), 4-9, argued that the second, revised edition of 
the first two books was produced after 439, though before 444. 
Also namedat HE 2.38.11, 15 (on the violence of Macedonius}. 
App. 8: On the availability of local written sources, see A. Freund, Beitrdge aur 
antiochenischen und vtr konstantinopalitanischen Stadtchronik (iss. Jena, 1882); 
B. Croke, ‘City Chronicles of Lave Antiqua'y,” Reading the Past in Late Antiquity 
(Rushcutrers Bay, 1990), 165-203, 
E Geppert, Quellen (1898), 19-81, cf. L. Jeep, ‘Quellenunrersuchungen m: den 
griechischen Kirchenkistorikern,’ Jahrbiicher fiir elassische Philologie, Supp. 14 
(1885), $3-178, ar 105-1375 P. Périchon, ‘Eutrape on Pacanius? [’historien Socrate 
se référait-il 4 une source latine ou grecque?Revse doe études grecques 81 (1968), 
378-384, argues that Socrates used beth the original Latin and Paeanius’ Greek 
tcanslatYon of Entropius, 
P. Heseler (with J, Bidez), ‘Fragments nouveaux de Philosrorge sur la vie de 
Constantin,’ Byzaition 10 (1935), 403-442, at 438-440, reprinted photograph- 
eally in J. Bidez and F. Winkelmann, Philostorgins Kircheugeschichte> (Berlin, 
1972), 364-393; F. Winkelmann, Uxtersuchungen air Kirchengeschichte des 
Gelasios ven Kaisareia (Sitsimgsberichte der Deutschen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, Klasse fiir Sprachen, Literatur and Kunst 1965, Nr. 3 {Berlin, 
1966}), 103-105. The peire at which Gelasius ended his Ecclesiastical History is 
uncertain, but the death of Julian or thereabouts, where Rufinus ends his seath 
book, is a plausible guess. 
Schwartz, Ges. Schz 3 (1959), 77-82, cf. G. Schoe, Die Quellen des 
Kirchenhistorikers Sozemenos (Neue Studien zur Geschichte der Theologie und 
der Kirche 11 [Berlin, 1911), 109-134. For a hypothetical reconsteuction of what 
the Synodicus was supposed 10 contain, see P, Baiffol, ‘Le Synodikon de S. 
Athanase,’ BZ 10 (1901), 128-143. G. Schoo, Quelle (1911), 104-109, argued 
against Schwartz that there was indeed a Synodicus of Athanasius, but that 
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Geppert and Batiffolliad misapplied te tery, since the Synodicus was (so he held} 
not an otherwise unknown collection explicitly mentioned only by Socrates, but 
precisely the ‘Vorlage der Sammlung des Theodosius Diaconus,’in other words, the 
Alexandrian compilau‘on from which the texts preserved in Cod, Ver. LX (58), in- 
cluding the Historia acephala, ulmately derive (Chapter D). 

E. Geppert, Queflen (1898), 69-75. On the difficult problem of the seutces of 
Zonaras, see the contrasting treatnents by M. DiMaio, ‘Smoke in the Wind: 
Zonaras’ Use of Philostergius, Zosimus, John of Antioch, and John of Rhodes in 
His Narrative of the Neo-Flawan Emperors,” Byzantion 58 (1988), 230-255; B. 
Bleckmann, ‘Die Chronik des Johannes Zonaras und eine pagane Quelle zur 
Geschichte Konsventins,' Historia 40 (1991), 343-363. 

So, tecenty, PLRE 2.1024; B. Grillet (with G. Sabbah), Sozomnine: Histoire 
eccléstastique, livres I-lI ‘Sources chrétiennes 306, 1983), 30 (‘Ie terminus a guoest 
443, date de la dédicace, fe terminus ad quem est 448°); G. Chesnut, The First 
Christian Histories (Macon, Ga., 1986), 201. 

C. Roueché, ‘Theodosius Il, the Cities, and the Date of the “Church History” of 
Sozomen,’ J7S, N.S. 37 (1986), 130-132. 

Alan Cameron, Yale Classical Studies 27 (1982), 265/6. K. G. Holum, Theodosia 
Empresses: Women and Insperial Dominion in Late Antiquity (Berkeley, 1982), 
195, similarly deduces a date c, 449 from the encomt um of Pulcheria. 


» L. Jeep, Jabrbiteher fry classiscle Philo logie, Supp. 14 (1885), 137-145; G. Schoo, 


Quelter: (1911), 133 G. Sabbah, Soverces chrétienties 306 (1983), 59-87, cf. P. Allen, 
‘Some Aspects of Hellenism in the Early Greek Church Historians,” Traditio 43 
(1987), 368-381, at 373-376. Hence Photius’ verdict that Sozomenus is superior in 
style to Socrates (Bibliotheca 30), The corresponding, passages of Socrates are con- 
veniently noted in the apparatus to the edition of Sozomenus by J. Bidez and G. C. 
Hansen {GCS $0, 1960). 

Sozomenus implies that he has seen copies of laws of Constantine in favor of the 
CCheistians whose headinae named Crispus as Caesar in second place after his father 
(HE 1.5.2). But his chapter on legislation agtinst paganism and Jewish ownership 
of non-Jewish slaves (HE 3.17, cf. CTh 16.10.2, 4-3 9.2) follows the Theodosian 
Code in wrongly attributing to Conswntius a consticutvon which Constantine ad- 
dressed to his praetorian prefect Evagrius (CTh 16.9.2, cf. PLRE 1.284/5; 
Constantine (1981), 392 n. 74), For the importance of law and lawsin Sozomenus* 
conception of ecclesiastical history, see J. Hatcies, ‘Sozomen and Eusebius: The 
Lawyer as Church Historian in the Fifth Century,’ The Inherltance of Historiegra- 
phy, 350-900, ed. C, Holdsworth and T. 2. Wiseman (Exeter, 1986),45-52. 

On the non-documentary sources of Sozomenus, see G. Schoo, Queller (1911), 
19-86; G. C. Hansen, in the introduction to the edition prepared by J. Bidez (GCS 
50, 1960), sdiv-Ixiv; J. Matthews, ‘Olympiodorus of Thebes and the History of 
the West (A.D. 407-425),” JRS 60 (1970) 79-97. It ought nor to be necessaty to 
discuss the theory that Sozomenus did in fact finish Baek IX down t0 439, but that 
the lasr part was deleted because Theodosius found ittoe embarrassing {G. Schoo, 
Quellen [1911], 3-8). Although the idea is still sometimes treated as a serious pos- 
sibility (as by  M. Young, Frent Nicaea to Chalcedon (London, 1983}, 33: ‘it is 
possible that imperial censors were responsible’), Book IX must be prenounced un- 
finished on purely literary and stylistic grounds: see G. C. Hansen, GCS $0 (1960), 
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Ixvi-lxviis B, Grillet. Sources chrétiennes 306 (1983), 27-30. 


. G. Schoo, Orellen (1911), 80-83, 
. G. Schoo, Quellen (1911), 13/4. 
. For example, the lertes of the Council of Ancyra to Constantius in early 358 (HE 


4.13.4) oc the démarche of the party of Eudoxius (HE 4.16.20-22). 


. P, Batiffol, ‘Sozaniéne et Sabinos,” BZ 7 (1898}, 265-284. 
. G. Schoo, Ondlen (1911), 95-134. Schoo’s analysis employs the unfortunate ru- 


bric ‘Synodikes und Synagege,’ which groups tegether documents and infecmation 
taken by Soromenus beth from an Alexandrian collection made by someone close 
to Athanasius and from the ant-Athanasian cempilation by Sabinus of Heraclea. 


. For fuller discussion {and more examples), see G. Schoo, Quellert (1911), 117-130. 
. For a brief evaluation of Sozomenus as a source for the council of 341, see W. 


Schneemelches, ‘Bie Kirchweihsynode von Antiochien 341,’ Boner Festgabe 
Johames Straub zim 65. Geburtstag an 18. October 1977 dargebracht von 
Kollegen tid Schiilern (Boun, 1977), 319-346, at 336/7. 

Gapter XI; App. 2. 

For Sozomenus’ use of the Greek original of the Historia acephala, see P. Bat'ffol, 
BZ 10 (1901), 130; G. C, Hansen, GCS 50 (1960), Ixitis Schwartz, Gee. Sabr. 3 
(1959),67. 

On the date and nature of Sabinux’ work, see W. D. Hauschild, Die amrinizanische 
Synodalensammlung des Sabinus von Heraclea’ Vig. Chr. 24 (1970), 105~126; W. 
A. Lah, ‘Beebachtungen zu Sabunos von Herakleia,’ ZKG 98 (1987), 386-391. It 
was written shortly after 367 and seems to have resembled Athanasius’ On the 
Councils of Ariminumand Seleucia in purpose, nacore of contenss, and style of pre~ 
sentation. 

App. 10, at nn, 13-16, 


APPENBIX 7. D@CUMENTS IN THEOD@RETUS 

HE 5.3.8 seems to be a clear allusion to monophysire ideas and can hardly have 
been written before c, 447, while 5.36.4 refers to the (phural) sisters of Theodosius 
as sharing his privave devotions (cf. Secrates, HE 7.22.5) and hence must have been 
written beforethe death of Marina on 3 August 449 (Chr. rita 2.83). Despite mod- 
emt assumptions to the conteary, Ep. 113 dose net show that the History was still 
unwritten in 448: G, E Chesnut, ‘The Date of Compesition of Theoderet's Church 
History,’ Vig. Chr. 35 (1981), 245-252. For recent discussion, see B. Croke, ‘Dating 
Theodorer’s Church History and Commentary on the Psalms,’ Byzantion 54 
(1984), 59-73; A. D. Lee, ‘Dating a Fifth-Century Persian War in Theodoret,’ 
Bytantion 57(1987), 187-190. 

For Theodorews’ use of Socrawes, see A. Giildenpenning, Die Kirchengeschichte des 
Theoderet ven Kytvbos: Eine Untersuchung ihrer Quelicn (Halle, 1889), 39-41. 
He identified chree clear cases of derivation in the first beek of Theoderetus: (i) 
19-10, which not only queces twe decuments written from Nicaea in June 325 
from Socrates, HE 1.9.1-14, 32-46, namely, Urkstden 23, 26 (raken by Socrates 
from Athanasius, Decr. 36, and Eusebius, VC 3.17-20), but also summarises a 
document of 333 which Socrates had included between them (9.14 < Socrates, HE 
1.9.30/31 = Urkunde 33); (i) 15.3 < Socrates, HE 1.9.46/7, linking documents 
wakea from Eusebius, VC 2.46 and 4.363 and (ii) 31.5, where both the name of 
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Trier and the note ‘this was the thirweth year of his reign’ seem to come from 
Socrates, HE 1.35.4, 37.1, Theodoretus” tse of Socrates was in effect denieti by L. 
Parmentier, who declared, in the preface to his edition of the Ecclesiastical History, 
that the simularit’es berween Theodorerus and the other extant continuators of 
Eusebius are far better expla'ned by his independent use of common sources than 
by direct borrowing, Among these lost sources, Parmentier gave pride of place to 
the Greek sources of Rufinus—in other words, the lest Ecclesiastisal History of 
Gelasius of Caesarea (GCS 19 [1911], boxxiv). For proof that Theodoret combines 
Gelasius and Eusebius’ Life of Constantine in his account of Helena in Jerusalem, 
see now S. Borgehammar, How the Holy Cross Was Found: From Event to Medt- 
eval Legend (Bibliotheca Theolagiae Practicae/Kyrkovetenskapliga studier 47 
[Stockholm, 1991]), 17-21. 

3. App, 6, atnn, 8~10, cf.n. 1. Hence it is chronologically impossible for Theodoretus 
to have drawn on Sozomenus, as argued by A. Gildenpenning, Kircbengeschiehte 
(1889), 41-49, who dated ‘Theodoretus’ History ro 448/9 (18~25), Sozomenus’ to 
443/4 (12/3). 

4. L. Jeep, ‘Quellenuntersuchungen 2u den geiechischen Kirchenhistorikern,’ 
Jabrhiicher fir classische Philologie, Supp. 14 (1885), 53-178, at 154. 

5. L. Parmentier, in his edition (GCS 19, 1911), xeviii-cvis F. Winkelmann, ‘Die 
Kirchengeschichrswerke im ostedmischen Reich,’ Byzantinoslavica 37 (1976), 1- 
10, 172-190, at 177/85 P, Allen, “The Use of Heretics and Heresies in the Greek 
Church Histotians: Studies in Socrates and Theodoret;’ Reading the Past in Late 
Antiquity, ed. G. W, Clarke, (Rushcurters Bay, 1990), 265-289, at 271-282. 

6. Forexample, the letter of Alexander of Alexandria to Alexander of Byzantium (HE 

1.4 = Urkunde 14) and the full text of the letter of Eusebius of Nicomedis to 

Paulinus of Tyre, which is also partly preserved in Latin by Marius Vicserinus {HE 

1.6 = Urkunde 8). Theodoretus peesumably took. beth of these lexters from Sabinus 

of Heraclea: for discussion, see A. Giildenpenning, Kirchengaschichte (1889), 

59-61. 

App. & 

For discussion of the difficult question of Theodoretus’ use of Gelasins/Rufinus, see 

A. Giildenpenning, Kirchengeschichte (1889), 26-39 (arguing for Rufimis as the 

‘Grundquelle’); G. Rauschen, Jahrbiicher der christlichen Kirche unter dem Kaiser 

Theodosius (Freiburg, 1897), 559-563; 1. Parmentier, GCS 19 (1911), Ixxxi— 

Isexxvi. 

9. A, Giildenpenning, Kirchengeschichte (1889), 49-56. On the date and scope of the 
work, see recently G. Zecchini, ‘Filostorgio,” Metodologie della ricerca sulla tarda 
antichita, ed. A. Garzya (Naples, 1991), 579-598. Its precise date is uncerwitn. J. 
Bidez, in his edition (GCS 21 [1913], ccuxii}, argued that Philostorgius weote be- 
fore 433, but F. M. Clover, ‘Olympiodonis of Thebes and the Historia Augusta,” 
Bonner Historia-Augusta-Colloguiwn, 1979/1981 (1983), 136-141, has shown 
that his arguments are inconchisive. Clover argues for a date in the late 430s, 
largely based on the acceuint of the peried 408-423 in Philostergius, HE 12.7-12, 
and on Socrates’ allust‘on to Eunomians who quote the letters of Arius (HE 1.6.41), 
but neither argument is decisive—and a date in the 440s mighr conceivably find ad- 
vocates, 

10. Brennecke, Herder (1988), esp. 134-141, For the fragmenws, see Philestorgius, ed, 
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J. Bidez (GCS 21, 1911), Anhang VII: ‘Fragmente eines arianischen Historio- 
graphen,’ cf. Gwatkin, Arianism? (1900), 219-2255 L. Parmenties, GCS 19 (1911), 
bocxviii-xc, 


. On the interpremu’on of this obscure fragment, see ‘Emperor and Bishops, A.D. 


324-344: Some Problems,’ AJAH 3 (1978), 53-75, at 57-59. 


. L. Parmentier, GCS 19 (1911), sci-xcv. 
}.. The lis is based on the analysis by A. Giildenpenning, Kircheugeschichte (1889), 


67-74. 


|. Nor in fact an authemic work of Athanasius (Chapter XVII n. 73). 
._E Bihain, ‘Le “Contre Eunome” de Théodore de Mopsueste, source d’un passage 


de Sezoméne et d'un passage de Théodoret concernant Cyrille de Jérusalem,’ Le 
Muséen 75 (1962), 331-355, argues that what issaid about Cyril of Jerusalem and 
the feud berwera him and Acacius of Caesarea in Theodoretus, HE 2.26.2, and 
Sozemenus, HE 4.25.2-4, comes from Theodore of Mopsuestia (cf. above n. 12). 
App. 5. 


APPENDIX 8. PAUL OF CONSTANTINOPLE 
See esp. F. Fischer, ‘De patriarcharum Constantinopolitanorum caralogis et de 
chronologia octe primorum patriarcharum,’ Commentationes philologae Jenenses 
3 (1894), 263-333, at310-329;Schwaree, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959),273-276 (oniginally 
published in 1911); W, Felfer, ‘Paul of Constantinople,’ HTR 43 (1950), 30-925. 
Lippod, ‘Paulus 29,” RE, Supp. 10 (1965), 510-520; G. Dagon, Narssance d'une 
capitale: Constantinople et ses institutions de 3304 451 (Paris, 1974), 419-435; 
Klein, Constantius (1977), 31, 70-77; Hanson, Search (1988), 265, 279-284. The 
reconstruction offered by Opitz. on 178,15ff., 186.11, 13 deserves separate com- 
ment. @pitz holds that Alexander died before 330: hence Paul was the first bishop 
of Conseantinople; ine was exiled for the first time to Pontus in the winter of 331, 
bat recalled by Censtonuine before September 335; he was then dePosed again and 
exiled to Thessalonsca in 338, whence he traveled via Corinth to Gaul to seek the 
protection of Maximinus of Trier. Of the five items of evidence which Opive succes- 
sively adduces in support (respectively, Hist. Ar. 7.1; CSEL 65.57; Socrates, HE 
2.7,2.16.6; CSEL 65.67), only the second is correctly dated, Moreover, the whole 
reconstruction rests upon the improbable assumption that Athanasius was mis 
maken in believing that Alexander was still bishop of Constantinople when Arius 
died {De Morte Arit 2.2-3.1; Letter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya 18/9). 
For example, Klein, Constantius (1977), 71-77, and G. Dagron, Naissance (1974), 
432, hold that Paul spent his first exile in the West, net in Pontos, as Athanast'us 
smates, while Gitardet, Kaisergericht (1975), 142, has Paul exiled to Mesopotamia 
in 342—which leaves no room for his expulsion by the praetorian peefect Philippus 
in 344 (Soctaves, HE 2.16). 
App. 5. 
For the argument used here, see ‘Emperor and Bishops, A.D. 324-344: Some Prob- 
lems) AJAH 3 (1976), 53~75, at 64, 66. V. Grumel, Traité d'études byzansines 1: 
La chronolegie (Pat's, 1958), 434, had already dared Alexander's death to August 
337-—which mast be approximately correct. 
App. 9, cf. New Enipire (1982), 86. 
Chapter IV. 
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7 So Schwarre, Gee. Schr. 3 (1959), 274; F Winkelmann, ‘Die Bischife Metrophanes 
und Alexander von Byzanz,” BZ 59 (1966), 47-71, at 62. Alan Cameron, ‘A Quo- 
tation from S. Nilus of Ancyra in an Iconodvle Tract? JTS, N.S. 27 (1976), 128- 
131, appeals to Telfer and Dagron for putting Alexander's death ‘as early as August 
335," while Hanson, Search (1988), 265, follows Opie on 186.1) and states boldly 
that he ‘was dead by 330." 

8. CSEL 65.57.20-21; ‘Paulus vero Achanasi expositioni interfuit manuque propria 
sentemtiam scribens cum ceteris cum ipse danmavit.” 

9. There was an ebvious peccedent in 325, when the bishop of old Rote was repre- 
sented by cwo priests at the Council of Nicaea: H. Gelzes, H. Hilgenfeld, and O. 
Cunte, Patrim Nicaenorm Nomina (Leipzig, 1898), xlvii-li, 2-5, 63, 78/9, 96/7, 
118/9, 186/7. The aged bishop of the new city of Constantinople could hardly have 
been denied the same privilege ten years later. Moreover, the practise of priests rep- 
resenting their bishops at church councils soon became quite common. The ecclesi- 
astical historians imply chat by the lare 350s there was nothing unusual in deacons 
and even lectors representing their bishops at distant eeuncils (Socrates, HE 
2.32.22; Sozomenus, HE 4.16.16). Ar the Council of Seleucia in 359 deacons and 
even lectors signed on behalf of absent bisheps (Socrates, HE 2.39.22}, and the 
subscriptions to the synodical letver of the Council of Antioch in 363 include the 
priest Lamyrion, who signed on betialf of Piso,the bishop of Adana; the two priests 
Orfitus and Aetivs, who signed on behalf of Athanasius of Ancyta; and another 
priest named Lamyrion, who signed on behalf of Pattictus of Paltus (Socrates, HE 
3.25.18). 

10. On the contmon source of Jerome and the Consularia Constantinopolitana, which 
was also used by Socrates, see App. $n. 1. 

11. Chapter VO. 

12. Chapter VIR. 

13. ‘Praetorian Prefeces, 337-361,’ ZPE 94 (1992), 249-260, at 254. 


cd by P. Franchi de’ Cavalieri, ‘Una pagina di storia biaentina del secolo IV: I 
Marticio dei sanci Nowri,’ Analecto Bollandiana 64 (1946), 132-175, at 169-171. 

16, W. Telfec, HTR 43 (1950), 86-88; A. Lippold, RE, Supp. 10 (1965), 519. 

17. The confusion of the two names is easy and frequent, nor only in ancient writers 
(for example, Theodoretus, HE 3.7.6, 8.1, 21-1), but also in contemporary docu- 
ments feom the reign of Constantius itself (for example, P. Abinn. 47, 48, 49, 52) 
and in modern scholarship (‘Structure and Chronology in Acamianus Book’ 14; 
HSCP 92 [1989], 413-422, at 415, where the context shows thatthe restored con- 
sular date should read [ondras Kwboravtiey YeBaotd ral C” Kai Kuvorovriy 
Katoap tly"). 

Opitz’s apparatvs 10 186.16 notes no variant or conjecture for Kwvaravtivou 
(which is misprinted as Kuworarivou). Schwartz asserted that, while the older edi- 
tions printed umd Kuvoravtivos, ‘die Mauriner haben nach dec Pariser Hs. napa 
Kuscravrion eingeserzr, was durch die Forsetaung widertegr wird (Ges, Schr. 3 
11959}, 27415 n. 6). The first statement is true: both the editfo princeps of 1601 
(1.6308) and the Paris edition of 1627 (1.833C) print {md Kuvotavtivev. Burthe 
second statement is false, and Schwartz has failed ro verify what reading actually 
stands in the Genedictine edition. The facts are simple. Montfaucon prinsed rapa 
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Kunatavrivoe (Paris, 1698: 1.348), as did the Padua reprint of his edition in 1777 
(1.275), The reading Kuweravriow appears for the first time in Migne’s reprint of 
1857—2n edition not noted for its accurate typography. Since the paralle} Latin 
weanslaion has a Constantine and the appended footnote is transcribed from 
Mentéaucen (PG 25.701), M"igr’s Kuvorovrien can hardly be anythingother than 
asheer misprint, However,it was reproduced by W. Bright, Historical Works of St. 
Athanasins (Oxford, 1881), 188, despite a title-page which proclaims that the text 
is reprinted from the Benedictine edition {nor from Migne), and Schwartz’: mis- 
statement about what the mapuscripts transmit is repeated by A. Martin, Sources 
chrétiennes 317 (1385), 38 n. 2. 


. Fer its frequency, see Miller, Lexicon (1952), 3084-1089. 
. W. Telfer, HTR 43 (1950), 82-assuming a date ef late 344. 
). So rightly A. H. M. Jones, The Career of Flavius Philippus,’ Historia 4 (1955), 


229-233, at 229. 


- Miller, Lexicon (1952), 1091, 


APPENDIX 9. IMPERIAL RESIDENCES AN® JOURNEYS: 
New Empire (1982), 84-87. 
Phoenix 34 (1980), 160-166. On the imperial chronology of the period 337-361, 
see also D. Kienast, Rémische Kairertabelle: Grundziige einer rimtischen 
Kaiserchronologie ‘Darmstedt, 1989), 305~320 ‘with helpful bibliographies for 
each emperor and usurper). 
The follewing usuepets proclaimed in 350 are omitted: Magnentius, Augustus in 
Gaul until 353 (PLRE 1.532); his Caesar ®ecentius (PLRE 1.244/5); Nepotianus, 
who was briefly eraperor in Rome from 3 to 30 June 350 (PLRE 1.624); and 
Vetranio, who was Augustus in Illyricam, though leyal to Constanrius, from the 
spring of 350 until he abdicated on 25 December of the same year (PLRE 1.954). 
Also omitted is Silvanus, who was briefly preclimed Augustus in Cologne in 355 
(PLRE 1.840/1), As fer Poemenius, who rebelled against Magnentius and held 
‘Trier against Decentius (Ammianus 15.6.4: not in PLRE 1), it seems clear from the 
coins thar he acted in the name of Constantius without assuming the purple himself 
(RIC 8, 164/5, Trier Nos. 328-337, cf. J. P. C. Kent, “The Revolt of Trier against 
Magnentins,’ Numismatic Chronicle’ 9 (1959), 105-108, P. Bastien, ‘Mécence, 
Poemenius: Problemes de chrenologie,’ Quaderni ticinesi: Nionismatica e antichitis 
classiche 12 (1983), 177-189, at 187-189. ic should be noted atthe eumer that 
Zosimus is used with extreme caution throughout: for a brief camalogue of his ex 
rors in 31-11, including serious missmtements about the movements of 
Constantius and Julian in 355-360, see Matthews, Ammianus (1989), 493 n. 325 
for obvious inventions aboue Julian, most of which Zosimus may have repeated 
from Eunapius, D. E Buck, ‘Some Bistertions in Eunapius’ Acceunt of Julian the 
Aposmate,’ Ancient Histery Bulletin 4 (1990), 113-115. 
For this inscription, see now E, Popescu, Inscriptalle grecesti si latine din secolele 
IV-XIN descoperite in Romania (Bucarest, 1976), 251 No. 238 {with photo- 
graph). On it, the dux limitis Scydhict Sapo gives the three imperial brothers the 
following victory ticles: 
Constantinus — Afamanticres) ma}x, Glerrn(aniens) max.] 
Constantius — Sarm(aticus) [Perlsife(us)} 
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Constans Sern aticus) 

“The inferences deawn here for their military activities proceed from comparison 
with the heading of a letter of Constantine to the Senate at Rome in spring 337, 
where Constantinus is bare Alamanficns), while the other Caesars lack any victory 
tities at all (AE 1934.158; Neto Empire {1982}, 23 No. 8 [heading only). For dis- 
cussion, see ‘The Victoriesof Constantine,’ ZPE 20 (1976), 149-155, at 154; Phoe- 
nix 34 (1980), 162, 164; J. Arce, ‘The Inscription of Troesmis (LS 724) and the 
First Victories of Constantius Il as Caesas’ ZPE 48 (1982), 245-249; T. D. Barnes, 
“Two Victory Titles of Constantius,’ ZPE $2 (1983), 229-235; J. Arce, 
‘Constanti'us Il Sarmaticns and Persicus: A Reply,’ ZPE 57 (1984), 225-229 (based 
on seme dubious assumptions). 

Can Constantinus have addressed a constitution to the proconsul of Africa, which 
belonged to Constantius? Schwarre, Ges. Schr. 3 (1959), 268 n. 1, noted the diffi 
culty and pronounced the year erroneous. Bur Aurelius Celsinus, the recipient of 
CTh 12.1.27, was certainly proconsul of Africa between 337 and 340 (CiL 
8.12272, cf. ILT 757), and the year is confirmed as 338/9 by CTh 10.10.4, issued 
by Constans at Viminacium on 12 June 338. The censtitution, therefore, could be 
an attempt by Conswantinus to assert his fragile theoretical primacy in the imperial 
college: see Seeck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 42; F. Paschoud, Zosime: Histoire nouvelle 
1 (Paris, 1971), 245; P. Bruun, ‘Constans Maximus Augustus,’ Mélanges de 
numismatique offerts a Pierre Bastien (Wetteren, 1987), 187 (suggesting that CTh 
12.1.24-27 show the imperial brothers deliberately issuing contradictory consu'ta- 
tions}; J-P. Callu, ‘La dyarchie constant nide (340-350): Les signes d’évolution,’ 
Institutions, société, et vie politique ac IV sidcle ap. J. C. (284-423): Autour de 
Teeuvre dA. Chastagnol (Rome, 1992), 39-63. 

Schwartz, Ges. Sclx. 3 (1959), 295 n. 5, pronounced Zonaras’ account ‘der beste 
Bericht” Zosimus 2,41 confuses Constantinns and Constans. 

For Antioch as the residence of Constantius, see also Expositio totins nrundi et 
Bentium 23: ‘Antiochisa . .. ubi et dominus orbis terrarum sedet’; 32: ‘bi imperator 
sedet.’ The Greek origiral of this work was clearly writen between 347 and the 
death of Constantius (28). J. Rougé, in the introduction to his edition, Sources 
crétiennes 124 (Paris, 1966), 9-26, reviewed earlier theories and argued for 
359/60, But what is said about emperors residing in Sirnfum and Trier as well as 
Antioch points rather to composit’on before 350. 

After his intecview with the emperor, Athanastus traveled by way of 
Constanu'nople to Alexandcia, which he entered on 23 November 337 (Index 10, 
cf. Chapter IV). 

See above, n. 4 


}. JP. Callu, “Un “Miroir des princes”: Le “Basilikos™ libanien de 348, Gerién S 


(1987), 133-152, at 138 n, 26, dates the meeting of Constantius and Constans to 
which Libanius refers to 340. 

On the date, see Chapter IV. 

P. Peetecs, ‘Liintervenn‘on polityque de Constance II dans la Grande Arménie, en 
338," Bulletin: de Académie Royale de Belgique, Classe des Letures* 17 (1931), 10- 
47, eeprinted in his Recherches d'histoire et de philologie orientales 1 (Subsidia 
Hagiographica 27 (Brussels, 1951}), 222-250, 


. On the date, see ‘The Career of Abinnaeus,’ Phoenix 39 (1985), 368-375, at 370, 
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|. For a critical edition and discussion, see J-P. Callu, ‘La préface a Pitinératre 


d’Alexandre; De Tertullien aux Mozarabes: MAanges offerts a J. Fontaine 1 (Paris, 
1992),429-443, 


. The anecdote in Augustine, Serio domini in mon € 1.12.50 (PL 34,1254), pro- 


vvides additonal indirect testimony for Constantius’ presence in Anwioch during the 
consular year 340. 

Seeck, Regesten (1919), 192, emended the date of CTh 12.1.35 to 9 June, 
‘Theophanes, p. 37-11,20/1 de Beor = Philostorgius, p. 213.1/2, 11/2 Bidez, regis- 
ters a victery and triumph of Constantius over ‘Assyrians’ and a Roman defeat of 
the Persians in an. 5834 and 5835, which correspond to the years 34/2 and 
342/3: H. Lietemann and K, Aland, Zeitrechnung der rémischen Kaiserzétt, des 
Mictelalters sud der Newcett fur die Jabre 1-2000 n. Chr (Berlin and New York, 
1984), 20, cf. 11. 

For the hypothesis that Constantius may have visited Constentinople to cckbrate 
his vicennalia there on 8 November 343, see Chapyer IX. It is also possible that the 
transmitted date of CTb 12.2.1 + 15.1.6, which was issued in Consvantnople and 
addcessed to the comes Orientis Marcellus, should be emended from 3 October 
349 to 3 October 343 (below, n. 25). 


. “The majority of recent histor‘ians have dated this battle, which is distinguished by 


the sobriquet vuxromaxia/bellian nocturnum, to 348: so Sceck, Geschichte 4 
(1911), 93; Regestert (1919), 1965 J. Moreau, ‘Constantius Il) Jahrbuch fir Antike 
und Christentumt 2 (1959), 162-179, at 164; A. H. M, Jones,Later Reman Empire 
(Oxford, 1964), 1125 A. Piganiol, empire chrétien™ (Paris, 1972), 85; T. D. 
Barnes, Phoenix 34 (1980), 1643 J-P. Callu, Geridn § (1987), 135/6, But Jerome 
and the so-called Censularia Constantinopolitana, who give the date of 348, both 
derive frern the sarre single source and are not necessarily authoritative for the pre- 
cise year (cf. App. 51. 1). Nar does the fact that the first celebration of the victory 
onthe imperial ceinage occurs in 348 (J. PC. Kent, ‘Fel, Temp. Reparatio,’ Numis- 
muctse Chronicle 7 (1967), 83-90, cf. RIC 8 [1981], 34-39) cenfirm that date, 
given theamb'iguousnature of the Roman success emphasised by Festus, Brev. 27). 

In favor of 344, see J. B. Bury, ‘Bate of the Battle of Singara,’ BZ 5 (1896), 302— 
305; N. H. Baynes, Cambridge Medieval History 1 (Cambridge, 1911), 58; E. 
Stein, Geschichte des spiitrémischen Reiches 1 (Vienna, 1928), 213; K. Kraft, ‘Die 
‘Taren der Kaiser Consrans und Constantius Il,’ Jabrbuch fiir Nuemismatit und 
Geldgeschichte 9 (1958), 141-186, reprinted in his Gesammelte Aufsitee zur 
ants ex Geldgeschichte und Numismatik 1 (Barmseadt, 1978), 87-132, esp. 104; 
W. Portman, "Bie 59. Rede des Libanios und das Datum der Schlacht von 
Singaca,’ BZ 82 (1989), 1-18. The fiest four historians named argued principal 
from Julian's smaterencchat Constans died about five years after the battle (Orat. 1, 
26b: Exray rev ReNora tera Tey néhenov eros ob MiKp> mpGoBEY enviioBny). 
Permann has now, in my view, shown that Libanius, Orat, $9, which celebrates 
the battle at length (99-120), was probably delivered in 344/5—though he is mis- 
taken in assuming that Libanius recived the speech in the presence of Constantius 
(BZ 82 [1989], 1, 12/3). 

The chronicle of Jacob of Edessa, which pus both Constann'us’ building of 
Amida and the noczuenal batrle in year 660 of che Seleucid era, which eorresponds 
to 348/9, appears to derive from Jecome’s Chronicle (ed. and trans. I. Guidi, 
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CSCO, Screpteres Syri? 4 [1903], Textus 293; Versio 218). 

Ephraem conspicuously never mentions Constantius” presence at any of the sieges 
of Nisiby'sin 337, 346, and 350: consequently, it is mistaken to hold that he relleved 
the siege of 346, as does J. W. Eadie, The Breviar‘um of Festus (London, 1967), 
150/1. 

The heading to Themistius, Orat. 1, which is ancient, reads: ofros cipnra: & 
Aywipa Tis Paretios, Sre npiirov owveryxe TH Beorde?, véos div En, Srdmep @06é 
dv Kparet This iéas. Most scholars who have discussed Themistius’ speech have 
dated ivto 350: thus O. Seeck, Bie Briefe das Libanius (Texte und Untersuchungen, 
NF. 15.1/2 ILespzig, 1906}, 293/4; H. Scholze, De Temporibus libronun Themistii 
(Géte'ngen, 1911), 9-11; W. Stegemann, ‘Themistios,’ RE SA (1934), 1657; G. 
Downey, Themistii Orakiones quae supersunt(Leipzig, 1965), 4; PLRE 1.889. And 
those who have artued for 347 have deduced thedate froin the erroneous presw'ses 
shat Themisu'us’ speech was known to Libanius when the latter composed his Orat. 
$9 or that it was written before the nocturnal Battle of Singara in 348: thus C. 
Gladis, De Themistii Libaruii luliani in Constantin oratienibus (Diss. Breslau, 
1907), 6, 14; R, Foerster, Libaruii Opera 4 (Leipzig, 1908), 201/2; R. Foerster and 
K. Miinsches, ‘Libanios,’ RE 12 (1925), 2508; T. D. Barnes, ‘Himerius and the 
Fourth Century’ CP 82 (1987), 206-225, at 211. The question has perhaps been 
wrongly posed: since the lack of any perceptible allusion te the death of Constans 
er the proclamations of Magnentius and Vetranio tells against datingthe speech to 
350, thechoice should lie between the sPring of 347, when Constantius’ presence is 
attested in Ancyra, and the atnumn of either 343 or 349, in one of which years the 
emperor appears to have traveled from Antioch ro Constantinople and then re- 
tamed to Syria, 

CTb 5.6.1 is addressed ‘ad Benosum magfismum) equitum,’ whom PLRE 1.164 
identifies as FI. Bonosus, consul in 344. But the latter was a western consul, and he 
was replaced by Fl. Sallustiusc. May—which usually implies disnw'ssal and disgrace 
(Consuds (1987), 222). 

‘On this obscure and difficuh passage of Festus, see now W. portman, BZ 82 
(1989), 14-18. Since Festus distinguishes beween a battle near Singara praesente 
Constantio and the nocturnal banle where Constantius was also presemt, it is an 
‘obvious corollary of dating the latrer tu 344 (above, n, 19) to date the former to 
348, which is the year stated for the latter in Jerome, Chronicle 236', Chr. min. 
1.236. 


|. As inverpreted in App. 8. 


For she possibility that the transmitted date should be emended to 343, see above 
n, 18. 

On Conscantius’ movements in 350, see now C. S, Lightfoot, ‘Face and Fictien: 
The Third Slege of Nisibis (A.D. 350), Historia 37 (1988), 105-125, at 113. 


”. Ephraem, Carntina Nisibena 2.2, makes it clear that Constantius made no attempt 


to life the siege of the city, but it seems unlikelyapriorithat he remained in Antioch, 
as Theodoretns alleges (cf. Libanius, Orat, 18.207). 

Secrates, HE 2.28.17, gives the place as Sitmium: on the confusion of the sources 
over the date and place, see Seeck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 429/30. 


. Jalan, Orat. 1, 36a, writes as if Constantius took part in the Batcle of Mursa: itis 


hard to coustrue this as anythyng other than a deliberate falsehood. 
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. TD. Barnes, ZPE 52 (1983), 235; T. D. Barnes and J, Vander Spoel, ‘Julian on the 


Sons of Fausta,” Phoenix 38 (1984), 175/6, arguing from {1) Conswantius’ delay in 
invading Italy in 352, (2) the fac that Constantius officially teok the victory title 
Sarmaticus maximus before 358 (Ammianus 17.13.25, 33) on an otherwise tn- 
known occasion, and (3) Julian’s assernton in his first panegyric of Constantius that 
the emperor ‘riv pos Tois Téras Hilv elpfimy Tois Echos KpaTCas éopadh, 
apcoxesacev*(Orat. 1, 9d). 

Seeck, Regesten (1919), 195, emended thedate to 346, However, CTh 11.1.6 refers 
oa ‘statutum Constants (Constantii ms.) fratr’s mei’ relating to Italian landown- 
exs: hence its anthor must be Conseantius, not Constans (PLRE 1.782). 

@n the addressee of CTe 8.7.2, who cannot be the praetorian prefect Philippus if 
the dave of 353 is correcr, see below, n. 53. Ammianus records Constantius’ 
completion of thirty years of ruleon 10 October 353,even though itis clearthat his 
dies imperit was 8 November 324: CIL 1%, p. 276; Chr. min, 1.232, cf. AE 
1937.19, which has idtbus Nov(embribus) for a.d. vi id(us) Nov{embres). Pechaps 
Octobres in the text of Ammianus should be emended to Novembres. 

For laws issued by Constantius in Milan between 354 and 357 whose exact year 
cannet be determ'ned, see Seeck, Regesten (1919).44-47.. 


. Both places are otherwise unknown: Mommsen, ad loc, lecated them in Raetia 


since he accepted the transmitted dates of both constitutions and regarded them as 
issued during Censtantius’ Raewian expedition of 355 (as argued in the 
prolegornens to his edition [Berlin, 1904], ccxcxi). 

In favor of Mommsen's emendation of the day to ‘id. Ian.,” see ‘The Capitulau‘on of 
Liberivs and Hilaty of Poitiers,” Phoenix 46 (1992), 256-265, at 258. Seeck, 
Regesten (1919), 202,emended the year to 356. 


. The place of issue is transmitted as beth Haerbillo and Medfiolani}: Mommsen, ad 


Joc, idennified it as Helvillum on the Via Flaminia between Spoleutum and 
Arirarnum. 

Mommsen, adloc.,declared thesubscription to CTh 8.5.10 suspect,adducing CTh 
11.36.14, which, lke it, is addressed ‘ad Flavianum proc{onsulem) Afric(ae),” but 
with the transmitted date of 3 August 361. The proconsul Flavianus is also named 
asthe recipient of CTh 15.1.1, issued at Milan with the consular dave of 2 February 
320. Seeck, Regesten (1919), 203, corrected the year of beth CTb 15.1.4 and 
11.36.14 to 357—which implies that Flavianus was proconsul of Africa for two 
years, from spring 356 10 spring 358, cf. ‘Proconsuls of Africa, 337-392," Phoenix 
39 (1985), 14-153, 273/4, at 148. 

The correct date could also be December 351, cf. PLRE 1.456. 

Seeck, Regesten (1919), 207, following Memmsen, also identified as deriving from 
the same law CTh T11.1, which the manuscripw present as issued at 
Constantinople on 17 June 315. In favor of emendingits date to 356 or 357 and 
dat(a) w0 acclepta), soe J. Rovgé, ‘Le praconsw @Afrique Proclianus est-il le 
destinataire de C. Th. XI, 1, 12" Revue historique de droit frangais et étranger 52 
(1974), 285-295; T. D. Barnes, Phoenix 39 (1985), 149, 

Socrates, HE 2.44.7, 46.1, appears to imply that Constantius came to Antioch in 
the spring of 360, butthat is probably due to confusion with events of the follew- 
ing winter 

In 21.13,8, most edicors, including W. Seyfarth (Teubnes, 1978), read ‘reversus est 


314 


42. 


43. 


44. 


45, 


47. 


48. 


49. 


NOTES TO PAGES 224-225 


Hierapolim’: in favor of reading ‘Nicopolim urbem,’ see G Pighi, Studia 
Ammianea (Milan, 1935), 134-140 (with a schemaric map on p. 136). 

On CTb 8.5.7, seeC. E. V, Nixon, ‘Aurelius Victor and Julian," CP 86 (1991), 113~ 
125, at 118. This constitution, issued from Antioch, has the ttansmined date of 3 
August 354, bur is addressed tothe procensul of Africa Olybrius, whose proconsu- 
lar year must be 361/2 (Phoenix 39 [1985), 182). Accordingly, Seeck, Regesten 
(1919), 74 208, emended the year te 361. Bur the hypothesis that Constantius was 
in Antioch in early August is incompatible with the narrative of Ammianus 
Marcellinus, who makes the emperor pass rapidly through the city er rexcte from 
Mesopotamiz to confront Julian axtionno iam senescente (2115.2). Nor do 
Constantius’ movements in 360 permit the date to be emended to 3 August 360, as 
Memmsen, ad loc., proposed. Hence the ttansmitted month must be etroneous as 
well as the year. Pethaps the constitution was in fact issued on 3 March 361 to fern 
part of Olybrius’ initial instructions as the new proconsul of Africa due to take of- 
fice in April, 

Matthews, Anziants (1989), 101, retains the date ronis @ctobribus transmitted 
at Ammianus 21.1.3: in favor of accepting the evidence of the other seurces (and 
emending the text of the histerian), see ‘Ammianus Marcellinus and His World, 
CP 88 (1993), 55-70, at 64/5. 

Note Expositio totius mundi et gerstiun 8: “Trevir’s, ubi et habitare dominus 
dicitur’s 57: Pannonia regio . ., semper habitatio imperatorum est. habet antem et 
civivates maximas, Sirmium quoque et Noricum. On the date of the work, see 
above, n. 7, 

PLRE 1.764, following Gotbofredus and Mommsen, ad loc., emends the year to 
346, 

See above, n. 4, The issue of the mint of Siscia which ptoclaims VICTORIA (D N) 
CONSTANTIS AUG(USIT) (RIC 8351/2 Siscia 33-38) may be celevant: on the 
coinage of Constaus between 337 and 340, see now P. Bruun, Mélanges de 
numismatique offerts 4 Pierre Bastien (Wetteren, 1987), 189-199. 

The Passie Artentii states that Constantinus prepared for war against Constans 
while the latter was in Rorxe—which implies his presence there in the winter of 
3397/40. Although the date alleged isimpossible,a visitto Rome afver the defeat and 
death of Constantius is not improbable: see ‘Consrans and Gratian in Rome, 
HSCP 79 (1975), 325-333. For a newly published inscription (AE 198.217), 
which may reinforce the inference drawn there frem ILS 726 (Rome), see L. 
Gasperini, ‘Dedica ostiense di Aurelio Avianio Simmacr: allimperatore Costante,” 
Miscellanea greca e romana 13 (1988), 242-250. 

‘The imperial coinage iodicawes that Constans supervised the settlement of Franci in 
Toxandria at the mouth of the Rhine: K. Kraft, Gesammelte Aufsatte 1 
(Darmstadt, 1978),116~125. 

On the date of Libantus’ speech, see W, Portmann, BZ 82 (1989), 1-18, Its occa- 
sion is uncerwin. J.¥. Callu, Geri6n $ (1987), 136, argues that Lihanius deliveredit 
as part of a fudus in Nicomedia commemorating the anniversary of Constantius’ 
proclamation as emperor; he also suggests that one of the other speakers on the 
same oecasion was the panegyrist Harpocration of Panopolis, who traveled the 
empire giving speeches in praise of the emperors (P. Kéiz im 4533 verso 23-27, 
published by G. M, Browne, ‘Harpocration Panegyrista,’ Minois Classical Studies 2 
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[1975], 184-196). Buc the factthat Libanius emphasises that he was compelled to 
compose the speech (4, 6) and praises the emperors for replacing their praeterian 
prefects regularly (164) suggesee that he was forced to speak by the prefect 
Philippus, whom he disliked {Orat. 169-70: conveast the warmth of his reference 
to Montius’ ‘command’ that he compose ypotheses to the speeches of 
Demosthenes), Philippus will have passed threugh Nicomedia after expelling Paul 
from Constantinople in the autumn of 344 (App. 8). 
Also Socraves, HE 2.22.5, translated and discussed in Chapter X, 
Forthe inferences drawn here from Athanasius’ references to his audienves with 
Consvans, see Chap ter Vil. 
‘The constitutien is addressed to the praetorian prefect Anatolius: in favor of re- 
mining the transmitted date, see A. Norman, ‘The Mlyrian Prefecture of 
Anatolius,” Rheinisches Museum, NE. 100 (1957), 253-259; T. D. Bames, 
‘Praetorian Prefects, 337-361,” ZPE 94 (1992), 249-260, at 258. It was emended 
to 22 June 357 by Seeck, Regesten (1919), 204, and the emended date is adopted 
in PLRE 1.60. 
“Those wwe fragments are addressed ‘ad Silvanum comfitem) et magisrum 
miliuun’—a rank which Silvanus attained only after the Battle of Mursa (PLRE 
1840/1). Seack, Regesten (1919), 199, accordingly emended the year to 352. 
A. H. M, Jones, “the Career of Flavius Philippus,’ Historia 4 (1955), 229-233, at 
232/3, advanced the adventurous hut convincing hypothesis that the compilers of 
the Theodosian Code have accidentally confused the headings of what are now ad- 
jacent extracts in CTh 7.1.2, 3 and 8.7.2, 3. He idemified their eriginal daws and 
addresses as follows: 

1) Ch 7.4.2 + 8.7.3: issued at Siemfium or 27 May 349 and addressed to 
Constans’ praetorian prefect Titianus; 

2) CTh 8,7.2: issued at Arles on 3 November 353 and addressed ro the magister 
smilitem Silvana: 

(3) CT 7. 
prefect Philippus. 
‘The date of the appearance of the cross in the sky is given by Cyril of Jerusalem in 
his fecer te Constantius (BHG? 413 = CPG 3587). The Consularia 
Constantinopolitana cermbine the cerrect date with that of 30 January, which is 
preferred in Seeck, Regesten (1919), 198. 
On this revolt, see J. Arce, ‘La rebelion de los judfos durante ef gobierno de 
Constancio Galo Cesar: 353 d.C,,’ Atheraercm 65 (1987), 109-125 (theugh his as- 
sumed date of 353 is impossible). J. Geiger, ‘Ammianus Marcellinus and the Jewish 
Revolt under Gallus,’ Liverpool Classical Monthly 4 (1979), 77; “The Last Jewish 
Revolt against Rome: A Reconsideration,’ Scripta Classica {sraelica $ (1979/80), 
250-257, argues that the prominence of Ursicinus in the Jerusalem Talmud, com- 
bined with the absence of any allusion to Gallus, shows that the Caesar enwrusted 
the suppression of the rebellion to Ursicinus and did not visit the theatre of war 
himself. 
For thechtonology of Gallus’ movements in 353/4, see ‘Stcucture and Chronology 
in Amnv'anus, Book 14,’ HSCP 92 (1989), 413-422. 
In favor of restoring the consular dave as [iirdrois Karorovr'ew DeBaar 70] ¢ Kat 
Kuvoravriy Kaicap. vl ¥"), see HSCP 92 (1989), 414-416—where the emended 


issued on 30 May 349 and addressed to Consranrius’ praerorian 


316 


58. 


59. 


6. 


61. 


62. 


63. 


64, 


aero 


NOTES TO PAGES 226-230 


date contains the typographical error Kavoravtivy: for the first Kuvoravtigy. 

For Julian’s movements from 355 to 361, see G. W. Bowersock, Julian the Apostate 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1978), 33-65; Matthews, Ammianus (1989), 81-106, esp. the 
map ‘Julian in Gaul, 356~360° (82) and the chatt ‘The Rise of Julian, 359-362" 
(1023). 

If the Council of Baeserrae was a provincial council of the bishopsof Narbonens's 
{as suggested in ‘Hilacy of Poitiers on His Exile, Vig. @bx 46 [1992], 129-140), 
then, according to the fifth eanon of the Council ef Nicaea, it should have met be- 
tween Easter and Ascension, which in 356 fell on 7 Aprit and 19 May respactively. 
C.F, A. Borchardt, Hilary of Peitiers’ Rele in the Arian Stwggle (The Hague, 
1966), 26-29, denies that Julian was on hand for the council, 

‘The date is deduced from Julian’s remark thatthe barbarians captured the city tea 
months before be reoccupied itn combination with Ammianus? report that news 
of its capture reached Jufian at Turin at the very beginning of Becember 355 
(15.8.18/9), cf. G. W. Bowersock, Julian (1978), 36. Qulian’s ‘ten months’ could 
mean nine months on exclusive reckening,) 

Matthews, Ammriauus (1989), 492 n. 16, arguing against the theery that the place 
named by Ammianus is not Sens, but Senon, which lies between Meweand Verdun, 
proposed by C, J. Simpson, ‘Where Was Senonae? A Problem of Geography in 
Ammianus Marcellinus XVI, 3, 3,’ Latommus 34 (1974), 940-942; J. Nicole, ‘Julien 
apud Seneras (356-357): Un contcesens historique,’ Rivisia storica delPantichita 8 
(1978), 133-160. 

For discussion of the ewact site of the batue, see J. J. Hatt and J. Schwarr, ‘Le 
champ de bataille de Oberhausbergen (257-1262)," Bulletin de Ja Fasulté des 
Lettres del'Université de Strasbourg 42 (1964), 427-430, 

Ammiamis 20.4.2 makes it clear that Julian’s proclamation ecourced well before 
the end of the winter of 360/1. Seeck, Geschichte 4 (1911), 487, deduced that che 
menth was February from the denunciation of the month Shebat in Ephraem, 
Contra Julianum 1.10, but this interpretation is rejected in the recenttranslation by 
K.E, McVey, Ephrem the Syrian: Hyyans (New Yerk, 1989), 229. 

On Julian’s movements in 361, see now C. E. V. Nixon, CP 86 (1991), 113-118. 

He rightly rejeces both the traditional date of October for his arr-val in Sirminm 
(G. W. Bowerseck, Julian [1978}, 58) and the very early date of mid-May advanced 
by J. Szidat, ‘Zur Ankunfr lolians in Sirmium 361 0. Che. auf seinem Zug gegen 
Constantius Il,’ Historia 24 (1975), 375-378. 


APPENDIX 10, CREEBS AND COUNCILS 
Kelly, Creeds* (1972), 263-295. 
Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 265. 
Kelly, Creeds* (1972), 266-268. 
@n all aspects of this credal statement, and for a criticaltext of the Latin version, 
see Chapter VIII, at an. 35-40 (and the works cited there). 
Hilary, Sy. 34, as the’ rbase text. In his edition of the historical 
ing from Hilary (CSEL 65,69-73), A. L. Feder also prinw (1) 
Hilary, Syn. 34; (2) ehe Latin version of the creedin Cod. Ver, LX (58), fals. 78-79" 
(E@MIA 1.638-640); (3) a Greek reteoversion of the Syriac version published by 
F, Schulthess, Die syrischen Kanones des Synoden von Nicaea bis Chalcedon 
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12, 


123, 


14. 


is. 
16, 
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(Abhandlungen der kiniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften a Gottingen, 
Philologisch-hisworische Klasse, N-F, 10.2, 1908), 16718; (4) Athanasius, Sym. 25.2— 
5+ 2610. 

Fora slightly diffecent Greek version of the Latin original, see Athanasius, Sy. 
30.210; Socrates, HE 2.31.8-16. 

For proof that Jerome had access to acta of the Council of Arinvinum, see P. 
Batcfol, ‘Les sources de ’Altercatio Luciferiani et Orthodoxi de St. Jécome,” Mis- 
cellanea Geroniniana (Rome, 1920), 97-114; Y-M, Buval, ‘Saint Jéréme devane 
la oaptéme des hérétiques: Bfaurres sources de ['Altercatio Luciferiani et 
@rthodoxi? REAug 14 (1968), 145-180. 

C.J. Hefele and H. Leclercq, Histoire de conciles 1.2 (Paris, 1907), 848-852; E. 
Schwan, ‘Zur Kirchengeschichte des vierten Jahrhunders, ZNW 34 (1935), 
129-213, at 147, reprinted in his Cesammelte Schriften 4 (Berlin, 1960), 1-110, at 
23/4; H, Lierzmana, From Constantine to Julian, trans. B. 1. Woolf (London, 
1950), 210; Kelly, Creed? (1972), 281; L. A. Speller, “New Light on the Photin tans: 
“The Evidence of Ambros aster,’ JTS, N.S. 34 (1983), 88-113, at 101; Brennacke, 
Hilarins (1984), 62. Observe, however, that the article ‘Sirmrum (formules de) by 
E. Amann, Dictionmire de théologie catholique 14 (1941), 2175-2183, locates the 
council which condemned Photinus in 347 in Milan. Hanson, Search (1988), 236, 
313, has beth a council at Milan in 347 and one in 347/8 in Sirmium, while 
Simonexc, Cris (1975), 202, registers ‘nel 347 un concilio a Milano (e a Sirmio?).” 
E. Schwartz, ZNW 34 (1935), 145 n, 1 = Gesamunelte Schriften 4 (Berlin, 1960}, 
22n, 1, vehemently denied the existence of a lacuna in the text. 

Chapter X, at na, 3-10; Chapter XIII, arnn. 1-9. 

The difficulty was nowed but discounted by G. Bardy, Dictionnaire de théologie 
catholique 12 (1934}, 1533: ‘il est assez difficile a expliquer cette réunion 
Orientaux en une ville qui dépendait alors de Consmnt et de Pempire 
@’Wccident.” Hanson, Search (1988), 313, makes the bizarre statement that ‘the 
Council of Sirmium in 347 or 348 was held in the presence of Constantius, who 
happened to be passing threugh the town.” 

C. J. Hefele and H, Leclerc, Concifes 1.2 (1907), 899-902 (Beux'éme grand 
concile de Sumium'); Kelly, Creeds? (1972), 2855 Brennecke, Hilarius (1984), 312~ 
325. Contrast Simonetti, Crisi (1975), 229: ‘ben pochi vescevi forono presenw.?” 
Kelly, Creeds* (1972), 285. 

A. Hahn and G. L. Hahn, Bibliothek® (1897), 204 n. 249; C. J. Hefele and H. 
Lecleree, Conciles 1.2 (1907), 908-928; E. Amann, Dictiomaire de théologie 
catholique 14 (1941), 2080/3; Klein, Corstantins (1977), 89/90; Kopecek, Nee- 
Arianism (1979) 17415; K. Baus, History of the Church, ed. H. Jedin and J. Dolan, 
teans. A. Biggs 2 (New York, 1980), 46; Brennecke, Hilarius (1984), 343-350; 
Hanson, Search (1988), 357-362. Simonetti, Crisi (1975), 242, identifies the mem- 
bership of ths alleged councif as (1) bishops who were in Siemium at the time, (2) 
seme eastern bishops, (3) Ursacius, Valens, and Germinius, (4) four African bish- 
ops, and (5) Liben'us. 

K. Holl, in annetation on Epiphanius 3 (GCS 37, 1933), 287.10. 

Despite L. Buchesne, ce et Fextunatien,” MEFR 28 (1908), 31-78, at 64-67; 
G. Schoo, Die Quellen des Kirchenbistorikers Sozomenos (Neue Studien zur 
Geschichte der Theologie und det Kirche 11 [Berlin, 1911}), 125/6. 
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See ‘The Capitulan‘en of Liberius and Hilary of Poitiers," Phoenix 46 (1992), 129— 
140. Long age Archibald Robertson silently discarded the alleged council of 358, 
though he still kept a toral of four Councils of Siri’ in all, in 347, 351, 357, and 


359 respecn’vely (Select Writmgs 13892], locxvri-booxix). 
Chapter XII, 
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Against he Pagans, 12-13, 242n25,27, 
243n29 


Defense against the Arians, 6, 20, 61, 99- 
100, 113, 129, 192-195, 238n30, 
269n40 

3-19: 36-40, 52, 202, 247177, 249027, 
251033 


20-35: 40, 50, 58-61, 202, 207, 253n10, 
256-2$7nn11,13,20-27 

51:90 

$2-S3: 249039, 26523 

59-88: 25-31, 192-193, 194, 301n1 

60.2: 178 

83.4: 194, 195 


Defense before Constantius, 6, 11, 63-64, 
112-114, 123-124, 196-197, 238032, 
302nn1-9 

3-4: 39-40, 50-52, 64-70, 113, 225 
5:34, 42-42, 113,219, 220 

6-11: 53, 103-104, 113 

23: 104, 244n40, 29165 

30-31: 119-120 


Defense of His Flight, 6 124-126, 238030 
Encyclical Letter, 6, 47-50, 60, 117, 297n4 


Epistula ad Afros, 164, 210, 291n73 
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Epistula Catholics, 156-157, 288-2890n22— 
26 


Festal Index, 4-5, 10, 185-187, 237123, 
24703, 27707, 299122, 300134 
prs 5, 185 
2:21, 121 
8: 23-24, 248 nul 7,18, 
35:290n48 


Festal Letters, 4-5, 122, 83-190, 266n1, 
277n7, 298-301nni-51 
4:21, 4344 
10: 43-44, 184, 189-190, 191 
19: 95 
39: 40, 183-184, 29805 


Historia acepbala, 4, 208, 216-217, 233- 
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135, 250013, 279nn37-40 
71-6: 36, 98, 102, 127-128, 212-236, 
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Latter to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya, 6, 
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Goldstice, H. H., 30035 

Gothofredus, 315045 

Greenslade, 5, L., 279n33 

Gregg, B. C., 245050, 272054 
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Cereals (cos. 358), 106, 109, 221 

Christ, 43, 61, 76, 127 

Cicero, 287n7 

Cilicia, 156 

Clementius, envoy of Magnentius, 103 

Codex Varicanus, 40, 251n24 

Colluthus, 17,21,22,28,29,38 

Cologne, 106,225,227 

Consrans, emperor (333-350), 20, 34-35, 
51-52, 102, 114, 171, 201-202, 224- 
225; Athanasius corresponds with, 39-40, 
52, 104; and Marcellus of Ancyra, 57, 625 
supports Athanasius and Pau) of Constan- 
tinople, 62-71, 87-91, 97-98, 113, 128, 
165, 195, 214-217, 265nn21,2% and Do- 
watisn, 80, 165; vices, 269n1; death, 53, 
101,164, 129,166; verdicts on ecclesiasti- 
cal policy of, 174-175 

Constantina, daughter of Constantine, 101, 
26907 

Constantine, emperor (306-337), 34, 40, 
52, 107-108, 128, 302n65 origin of, 31, 
249365 and the Chn’stian church, 16-18, 
56, 1165 132,151, 168-179; and Atha- 
nasitis, 20-32, 192-193; legislav’on on pa 
ganisnt and Jews, 102, 305n12; modem 
interpretations of, 3, 236-237n15 

Constantinople, 7, 31, 40, 68, 84, 85, 96, 
127, 148, 150, 179; Athanasius in, 23- 
24, 30-32, 35-36, 86, 216; Constantins 
in, 214, 219, 220, 223, 312018 

Constanitus, emperor (317-340), 19-20, 
35, 56, 218, 310-3 11nn4,5s supports 
Athanasius, 30, 34, 39, 51, 52, 128, 200; 
posthumous reputation, 25, 51-52, 218, 
279n37; Socrates on, 200, 212 

Consilaria Constantinopolitana, 214, 303- 
30¢01,312019 

Coptic, 13, 243-244nn35-39 

Corinth, 85, 164, 265-266n24 

Cosmas Indicopleustes, 183, 185, 188, 190 

Crispines, bishop of Patavium, 65 

Crispus, Caesar (317-324, 270n11, 30Sn12 

Cucusus, 98, 127, 208,214-217 

Cymartss, Wishop of Gabala, 17 

Cymuatius, bishop of Paltus, 17, 74, 125, 
157,289036 
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Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, 124, 244n40, 
278n19 

Cyriacus, bishop of Naissus, 123, 260019 

Cyril, bishop of Alexandr'sa, 33, 

Cyril, bishop of Jenssalem, 107-108, 145, 
146-149, 204, 207, 272nn53-59. 308n15 

Cyprus, 91 

Cyrus, bishop of Beroea, 17, 61, 125 


Dacia, 224, 249n36 

Dalmatins, half-brother of Constantine, 21, 
25,28,35, 172,248n6 

Dalmatius, nephew of Constantine, 34-35 

Damasus, bishop of Rome, 118, 164, 180 
182, 276n62, 289239 

Danube, 35, 222 

Datiaous (cos. 358),91, 109, 265n20 

David, 43,125 

Becem Pagi, 227 

Decentius, Caesar of Magnentius, 102, 106, 
269n10, 271038, 31013, 

Decius, emperor, 124, 151 

Demsophilus, bishop of Beroea in Thrace, 
88, 123 

Demosthenes, 11, 274n23, 316n49 

Desiderius, bishop in Campania, 72, 260n12 

Dianius, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 
59, 256n22 

Dinuma,222 

Diocaesarea, 181 

Diodorus, bishop of Tenedos, 83, 84 

Diogenes, notarius, 118 

Dionysias, in Arsinoite nome, 96 

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, 111, 1995 
‘Church of, 18,49, 119, 163, 201 

Diouysius, bishop ef Elis, 65-66, 74, 258n9 

Dionysius, bishop of Milan, 117 

Dionysius, bishop of Rome, 111, 199 

Dionysius, comes, 22, 29-30, 38-39, 60, 
168-170, 248nn8,9 

Divs, bishop of Hermopolis, 96 

Dioscorus, Bishop of Alexandria, 33 

Doliche, 224 

Bomin/us Leontivs, praetorian prefect, 86, 
2a 

Bomisius Modestus (cos, 372), 154, 288n14 

Donatists, 79-80, 175 

Donatus, bishop of Carthage, 72, 79-80, 
175 

Donatus, proconsul, 85 

Dracontius, monk snd bishop, 97 


Easter: date of, 14, 78, 185-190, 262n53, 
300an35,38; fast before, 185-186, 190- 
191 

Eowicius, prefect of Egypt, 158-159 

Edessa, 70, 90, 105, 161,219, 220,223, 
224, 290048 

Egypt. 176, 178, 179 

Eleusius, bishop of Cyzicus, 140, 142, 146- 
149, 208, 232, 286n33, 287246, 291063 

Efijah, 125 

Elisha, 43 

Emesa, 98, 215-216, 219, 220 

Enona, 271n33, 

Ephraem, Syriac poet, 220, 313nn20,27, 
317n63 

Epictetus, bishop of Centurocellae, 114, 
118, 123, 138, 274n28, 285n15 

Epicretus, bishop of Corinth, 164,265- 
266n24 

Epiphanius, bishop of Salamis 60, 93, 
273n2 

Epitome de Caesaribus, 2691 

Escher, 43 

Eudaemon, accuser of Athanasius, 178 

Eudaernon, bishop of Tanis, 95 

Eudaemonis, 121-122 

Eudocia, empress, 304n1 

Eudoxius, bishop of Gennanicia, 88, 
123,126,134,136-137,216-217, 
273n1, 280250, 284n1; bishop of Anc- 
ech, 139, 140, 146, 147, 203, 210, 
306n16; bishop of Constantinople, 149, 
160, 161, 203, 286n35 

Eugenius, bishop of Nicaea, 98, 139, 268n33 

Eugenius, magister at court of Constans, 65- 
66,2 58n13 

Eunapius, 206, 31003 

Evnomius, 124, 136-138, 140, 144, 210, 
280n13, 28119 

Euphrates, bishop of Cologne, 87, 89, 
270n24 

Euphratiou, bishop of Balaneae, 17, 61, 125 

Euplus, Melitian bishop, 22 

Eupsychius, bishop of Tyana, 123 

Eupsychius, martyr ar Caesarea in Cappado- 
cig, 29425 

Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea, 12, 17,23- 
34, 38, 40, 212, 238n23, 302n6; his 
Theophany kuown to Athanasius, 13, 
239nn29,31; supporter of Arius, 15, 55, 
81, 134, 202, 245056; conduct im 325, 
16, 111-112, 169-170; polemics aginst 
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Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea fcontnited) 
Marcellus, 56-57, 137, 213; as source of 
Tater ecclesiastical historians, 7, 8, 205, 
206, 30702 

Eusehius, bishop of Emesa, 46, 201, 20.5, 
207, 253n46 

Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, 15, 16-18, 
20-24, 39, 112, 170, 245nS6, 25724; 
bishop of Constantinople, 36-37, 46, 59~ 
60, 68, 105, 200, 201, 213, 216; attacked 
by Athanasius, $4~55, 1345 followers, 75, 
85, 111, 127, 190, 198; theology, $4~S5, 
81, 199 

Euscbias, bishop of Samosata, 159 

Ensebius, bishop of Vercellae, 117, 125, 
155-158,171 

Busebins, decsrio, 92 

Eusebius, eunuch, 118, 130 

Bustathius, bishop of Antvoch, 17, 74, 123, 
125, 170-171, 173, 209, 246n73; follow- 
ers of, 92, 149, 155-158 

Eustathius, bishop af Sebaste‘a, 123, 140, 
146-149, 161,204,232, 286n33, 
287246,290n41 

Eustathius, eomes rei privatae, 89-90 

Eusiathius, priest at Serdica, 73 

Eustolium, 125 

Eustorgius, bishop of Milau, 123 

Eutherius, bishop of Sirmium, 264nS 

Eutolnius Tatianus, prefect of Egypt, 163, 
181, 194, 297-298n7 

Entropia, $3, 101, 254n23 

Eunopr'us, bishop of Adranople, 125, 127 

Entropius, historian, 205, 269:1, 304n4 

Eutychianus, claimant to see of Thessalo- 
nica, 79 

Eutychius, bishop in Campattia, 72 

Eutychius, bishop of Jerusalem, 272nS6 

Entychins, killed in Alexandria, 129 

Euzoius, bishop of Antioch, 17-18, 149, 
155, 160, 181, 204 

Evagrius, agens in rebus, 103 

Evagrius, bishop of Myslene, 147 

Evagrius, practorian prefect, 305013 

Expositio topius mundi et gentiun, 31107, 
315n44 

Ezana, 120 


Fabius Titianus (cos. 349), 101, 316153 

Faustinus, Luciferian pries, 114-115, 
274n28 

Faustinus, prefect of Egypt, 122, 129 


Felicissimmus, dex, 103, 104 

Felix, bishop of Rome, 118, 274n28, 
276 0057-61 

Festus, 313023 

Firraicus Maternus, 101 

Flacillus, bishop of Antioch, 17,21, 56-57, 
59 

Flavianus, prelect of Egypt, 163 

£ avianus, proconsul of Africa, 314037 

Flavius Abinneus, 96, 267nn15-17, 268121 

Flavins Abjabius (cos. 331), 127, 189 

Flavius Antoninus, biarabus, 29 

Flavius Bonosus (cas. 344), 313022 

Flavius Dalmatius (cos. 333), 21, 25, 28, 
35, 172,248n6 

Dionysius, 22, 29-30, 38-39, 60, 


Fi 


468-170 
Flavius Domirius Leontivs (eos. 344), 86, 
214 


Flavius Florentive (cos. 361), 91, 265020 

Flavius Himeri'us, 30101 

Flavius Maesius Egoatius Lollignus, Q, (cos. 
355), 167,292n8 

Flavius Palladius, curiosus, 29 

Flavius? hilippus (cos. 348). See Philippus, 
praeror‘an prefect 

Flavius Polewoius (cos. 338), 91, 265020 

Flavius Rufinus (cos, 347), 29208 

Flavius Salia, 87, 88, 210 

Flavius Sallustius (cos. 344), 313n22 

Flavius Taurus (cos. 361), 91, 107, 145, 
148, 169, 265020, 286031 

Foxtunatr'snus, bishop of Aquileia, 65-66, 
138, 258n21, 281022 

Fortunatus, bishop of Naples, 72, 260112 

Franci, 69.201, 225, 227 

Fruinentrus, bishop in Axum, 120 


Gabianus, comes, $9 

Gaiso (cos. 351), 269-270n10 

Gaius, bishop in Mlyricum, 134, 145-146, 
154,285n1S 

Galerius, emperor, 10, 14,151, 155 

Galilee, 226 

Gallus, Caesar (351-354), 20, 105, 106, 
109, 136, 203, 221, 279n37, 316nSS 

Gaudentrus, bishop of Naissus, 73, 261n25 

Gaudantius, palatinus, 247-248n5 

Gaul, 145, 150, 158 

Gelasius, bishop of Caesarea, 6-7, 89, 
239n42, 294n27, 304n5; as source ef Soc 
rates, 205, 241nS, 304n2; as source of Se- 
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zomenus, 206, 241n5, 248n115 as source 
of Theodorets, 209, 307n2 

Gelasius, of Cyzicus, 38-32, 23942, 
249nn32,33 

George, bishop of Alexandria, 19, 98, 100, 
104,208,210; in Alexandra, 9, 19, 119~ 
120, 123-125, 136, 201, 202, 208, 
276n63; turor of Julian, 105, 271325 ac 
tons in 359, 144-147; in Constantinople, 
216-217; ordains Aetius, 280n3, 28738; 
business ach vities, 284n6; death, 9, 155 

George, bishop of Laedices, 72, 76, 92, 
146, 245n56, 272n1; attacked by Acha~ 
nasivs, 123-125, 134; letters of, 139, 
208, 232; life of Eusebius of Emesz by, 
201, 205, 253146 

Gephyra, 224 

Germanicus,265n4 

Germans, ancient, 218, 222, 227-228 

Germany, modern, 168 

Germinius, bishop of Six ium, 109, 134, 
138-145, 232, 284n2, 285n15 

Gerentius, prefect of Egypt, 155 

Gibbon, Edward, 1-2, 293n11 

Golgotha, 107 

Gratian, emperor, 181 

Gratus, bishop of Carthage, 78-79 

Greece, 91, 158 

Gregerius, bishop of Berytus, 15 

Gregory, bishop of Alexandria, 19, 46-50, 
57,72,73, 76, 196,201; alleged isregular 
behavior, 60, 61, 94, 96, 127, 128, 129, 
131; ordains Auxentius, 114; death, 90 

Gregory, bishop oflliberris, 143, 
283nn52,53 

Gregory, bishop of Nazianzus, 6, 11, 
24InI4, 266n27, 288n15, 291060 


Hananiah, 43 

Hannibalianus, nephew of Constantine, 
269n7 

Hatpoeration, poet, 315049 

Helens, in Gaul, 101,225 

Helena, mother of Constantine, 127, 307n2 

Heliopolis, 181 

Hellanicas, bishop of Tripoli, 61 

Helpidius, priest, $7, 59 

Helvillum, 222, 

Heraclea (Periathus), 220, 228, 29tn63 

Herachea Pontica, 206 

Heraclides, bishop of Nikiopolis, 27 

Heraclius, comes, 119, 129 


Herachius, designated bishop of Jerusalem, 
107 

Heraiscus, Melitvan bishop of Alexandria, 
20,23, 25, 32 

Hermzeon, Melitiau bishop, 22 

Hermogenes, mtagister muliumt, 68, 86,201, 
213-216 

Hermogenes, praetorian prefect, 167, 292n8 

Hermopolis, % 

Herod, 272n52, 28757 

Hesychius, caswensis, 72, 84, 129 

Hesychius, priest sent to Rome, 40, 60 

Hierapolis, 96,159, 219,220,224,226, 
314~315n4i 

Hilarius, bishop of Jerusalem, 160, 272n56 

Hilasius, deagon, 116-117 

Hilariuss notarius, 118-119 

Hilary, b'istop of Poitiers, 6, 9, 141-143, 
150, 158, 171, 230, 231, 283n52; on 
Constantius, 106, 153-154, 174, 
287nnS0-57; on the Council of Milan 
(353), 117; and the Nicene creed, 118, 
282-283nS0; on the Council of 
Ariminum, 284-285nn8,9; returns to the 
West, 153-154, 158; and the tem ho- 
meiousios, 281026 

Himerius, official in Egypt, 301n1 

Himerius, oraver, 241014 

Hippocephalus,224 

Hispellum, 179 

Holofernes, 272n52 

Homer, 11, 241n11 

Homeritae, 120 

Homoiensios, 134-135, 142-143, 147, 
283n57 

Homowusios, 111, 112, 132-135, 139, 142- 
143, 146-147, 149, 154,156,159,161, 
182, 198-199, 281n26, 282n32, 286n24, 
289025 

Hyginus, prefect of Egypr, 22 

Hypatianus, bishop of Heraclea, 144, 161, 
272-2731, 284n2 


Tamblichus, 137 

Bera, 7 

Uyricum, 22, $7, 214 

Irenaeus, bishop of Jerusalem, 272n56 

Isaac, Meliian bishops named, 22, 27, 95 

Uschy _s, 21-23, 27~30, 37-39, 45, 60, 74, 
95, 301n1 

Isiderus, bishop of Xois, 95 

Ision, accuser of Athanasius, 26, 178 
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isracl, in Egypr, 43 
aly, 78, 145, 221 
Mtiterarium Alexondri, 51-52 


Jacob, 125 

Jaoeb, bishop of Nisibis, 123 

Jacob, of Edessa, 312~313n19 

Jerome, 8, 107, 214, 231, 284-285nn8,9, 
304n1, 312019, 31817 

Jerusalem, 23, 92, 107, 155, 202, 272056 

Jesus, as historical figure, 125, 272nS2. See 
also Chriet 

Jews, 47, 56, 125, 155, 262053, 272052, 
305n12s rebelin 351/2, 106, 203, 226, 
316055 

Jobn, author of Passie Artemii, 8 

Joba Archaph, bishop of Memph’ts 23, 25, 
28,193 

Jovian, emperor (363/4}, 20, 159-161, 163, 
177, 181, 290nn47-49 

Judas Iscariot, 272052 

Julian, exaperor (355-363), 20, 105, 136, 
130-159, 177, 181, 226-228,271n31, 
3170n63,64; dealings with Alexandria, 7, 
155-159, 163, 171, 190; proclaimed Cae- 
sar, 106,203,223; religious policies, 153~ 
155, 209-210; and cooxeils of Gallic bish- 
eps, 288n12, 3171595 as historical source, 
127, 249036, 312n19, 313029, 3170603 
letters, 277n6 

Jolianus, geandfather of Julian, 271n31 

Julius, bishop of Rome, 30, 46-49, 53, 97. 
110, 123, 192-193, 229; leterson behalf 
of Athanasius, 58,56-62,99, 249039, 
256-2571n20-27; and she Council of Ser- 
dica, 73-78, 207, 261n0,25,345 in SOX 
tes, 201-203 

Julius Constantius, half-brother of Conscon- 
tine, 105 

Julius Nepotianns, 53, 101-102, 3103 

Justina, second wife of Vatentiaian, 102, 
270011 

Justiaian, eroperor, 126 

Justinus, bishep in 359, 154 

Justus, executed by Consventivs, 270011 


Lacotena, 223 

Lampsxus, 161 

Lamyrion: priests nawed, 309n9 
Laodicea, in Syria, 92 

Latin, 13, 244n40 
Lauriacum,225 


Lauricivs, dux of Isauria, 146-148, 169 

Laus Pompeia, 25809 

Lent, 185-186, 190-191 

Leo, deacon, 78 

Leonas, coms, 146-148, 169 

Leontius, bishop of Ansiech, 87, 92, 123— 
126,136, 139, 149,203,207,210 

Leontius, bishop of Cemana, 123, 159 

Leontins, bishop of Tripolis, 147 

Leontius, pracfectus srbi, 118 

Leontius, praetorian prefecs, 86, 214 

Leontius, priest at court in 358, 148 

Libanius, 52, 66, 214, 2411114, 312119, 
313n21,315-316n49 

Liberius, bishop of Rome, 110-112, 115- 
118, 123, 158, 162, 166-167, 199sarrest 
and exile (355), 9, 118, 125, 130-131, 
138, 203; interview with Consmenu'us, 
118, 208, 210, 27428, 276n56; capitula- 
ion and return (357), 130, 138, 141, 
197, 210, 232; letters of, 246n58, 
275nn43,44 

Libys, 21, 121-122, 178; aneny:nous gever- 
nor ef, 291n70 

Licinius, eroperer, 16, 170 

Livnigantes, 223 

Lincoln, Trebistch, 23503 

Ledi, 25809 

Longiauus, bishop invoked by Athanasius, 
123 

Lucian of Antioch, 207 

Lucifer, bishop ef Caralis, 116-117, 125, 
142, 155-158, 238n37, 27709, 282n47; 
on ecclesiastical policies of Constantius, 6, 
106, 151, 174, 238n37, 257nl, 272n52, 
273n9; texters of Athanasius to, 27716, 
27809 

luciferans, 114-125, 158, 274n28, 27706 

Lucillus, bishop of Verona, 65-66 

Lucius, bishop of Adrianople, 61, 73, 74, 
77, 83-86, 125, 128, 201, 202 

Lncius, bishop of Alexandria, 19, 160, 162- 
163,163, 180-181 

Lucius, bishop of Antinoopolis, 95, 96 

Lucius Verus, 265n24 

Lugdunur,221 

Lupus, bishop in 


cia, 123 


Macarius, alleged bishop in 343, 263n8 
Macarius, bishep of Antinoopolis, 96 
Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem, 123 
‘Macarius, priest sent to Rome, 40 
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Macarius, henchman of Athanasius, 21, 23, 
27-29, 37-38, 60, 127 

Macedonius, bishop of Constantinople, 36, 
59, 68, 88, 139, 204, 202, 212-214; ac- 
cuses Paul, 98, 216-217; persecures oppo- 
nents, 204; deposed in 359/60, 146-149, 
208; followers of, 159, 290n41. 

‘Macedonius, bishop of Mopsuestia, 22 

Macellusi, 105 

Mae ius Memow'us Furius Baburius 
CatcilianusPlacidus, M. (eos. 343), 
292n9 

Magnentins, 20, 53, 101-106, 197,203, 
221, 31013; writes to Pan! and Atha- 
nasins, 53, 102-104, 113, 129, 165-166, 
196, 214-215, 226; regarded as legitimate 
emperor by Athanasias, 279137; Atha- 
nasius on death of, 257n3, 271n43 

Magaus, conies sacrarum largitionunt, 181 

Mainz, 227 

Mani, 157 

Manichees, 129 

Marcella,254n24 

Marcellinus, chronicle of, 304nt 

Marceltinus, comes Orientis, 312018 

Marcellinus, Luciferians priest, 114-115, 
274028 

Marcellinus, praetorian prefect, 51 

Marcatlus, bishop of Ancyra, 56-62, 68, 69, 
72-77, 92-93, 107; condemned dy east- 
ero bishops, 46, 55-57, BB, 125, 127, 
170; dropped by westem allies, 92, 128, 
283n57; condemned by the Counc of Sir 
minm (351), 109-110, 115, 117, 166; 
writings of 55,56, 137, 255n2, 266134; 
Athanasius refuses 10 condemn, 93, 
28939; Socrates on, 201, 202 

Margeilus, bishop in Campania, 275n39 

Marcianus, executed by Philippus, 207, 215 

Marcus, atiaeked hy Ossius, 74 

Marcus, bishop of Arethusa, 68-69, 75, 
139, 144,202, 272n3 

Marcus, bishop of Pelusium, 22 

Mareon's, 27, 29, 38-39; 60, 78, 80, 94, 
131,193 

Marianvs, notarius, 170, 246n66 

Marina, sister of Theodosius I, 3C6n1 

Maris, bisbop of Chalcedon, 22, 59, 68-69, 
75,148,202 

Marius Victorinus, 143, 283nn54-57, 30706 

Martyrius, deacon seorto Rome, 40,60 

Mantyrius, eastern bishop, 88 


Mantyrius. nolarius executed by Philippus, 
207, 215 

Maxentivs, 107-108 

Maximian, emperor, 130 

Maximinus, bishop of Trier, 65-66, 68-69, 
73, 74, 123, 258n12, 261n25, 271n24, 
308n1 

Maximinus, emperor 1305-313), 155, 
291n60 

Maximus, bishop of Jerusalem, 92, 107 

Maximus, bishop of Naples, 114, 274128 

Maximus, Gallic bishop, 203 

Maximus, prefect of Egypt, 119 

Megasins, bishop in 359, 154 

Melegius, bishop of Antioch, 149, 155, 158, 
159, 164, 204, 208, 244n45; Athanasius 
and, 289n39, 290n52 

Meletius, bishop of Sebastopofis, 123 

Melitene, 223 

Melitians, 17-18, 20-30, 32, 40, 44-45, 
126, 130, 24701; decline of, 95-96; cou- 
pled with ‘Arians’ by Athanasius, 100, 
123, 128, 192-193, 24701 

Melitius, bishap of Lycopolis, 14, 17, 23, 
29, 124, 24445 

Menander Rheror, 3026 

Mendidion, 164 

Menophantus, bishop of Ephesus, 72, 76, 
81,98 

Mestadensis, 222 

Meuse, River, 227 

Michael, the Syrian, 8 

Milan: Athanasius in, 67, 695 as imperial 
residence, 117-118, 130, 151, 219, 22t- 
222, 224-226 

Milvian Bridge, battle ofthe, 107-108 

Mishael,43 

Mowia, 222 

Mons Seleucus, 106 

Montanas, 74 

Montanus, palatinus, 114 

Montius, 272n48, 31649 

Mopsu renae, 224 

Moses, 125 

Moses, priest, 97 

Mount of Olives, 107 

Muesa, 105, 108, 109, 198, 203, 215, 223, 
313029 

Musaeus, claimant to the see of Thessalo- 
wwica,79 

Musomianus, praeworian prefect, 72. 84, 
120, 128 
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Naeratius Cerealis, 106, 109,221 

Naissus, 67, 82, 89, 220, 224, 227, 249036 

Naplec, 72, 114 

Narcissus, bishop of Neronias, 16, 55, 59, 
98, 123-125, 216-217, 273n]; sent as en- 
voy 10 Gaul 68-69, 202; at the Council of 
Serdica, 72, 75, 76, 81 

‘*Neo-Arian,” 15, 134, 137, 281n16 

Neocaesaren, 297n5 

Neonas, bishop of Seleucia, 149 

*Neo-Nicene,’ 137, 164, 281n16 

Neeplorenism, 137, 24550, 280013 

Nepotianus, usucper, 53, 101-102, 310n3 

Nero, 151 

Nestorius, prefect of Egypt, 91-92, 104 

Newman, J. HL, 253n1 

Nicaea, 98, 141 

Nicene cceed, 36,77, 98, 107, 153, 198~ 
199; becomes rouchstore of orthodoxy, 
11-122, 145, 117-118, 122-123, 134- 
143, 238n38, 275n45, 276n54, 282- 
28350} replaced bya new creed, 144 
149; reinstated, 156-157, 159-160, 162, 
181-182 

Nicorvedia, 98, 105, 140, 226, 315-316n49 

Nicopolis,in Egypt, 163 

Nicopolis, in Syrig, 224, 314-315n41 

Nicopolis, sear Censuantinople, 31 

Nike, in Thrace, 146, 148, 150, 203, 208, 
210,230, 231 

Nisibis, 105, 165, 210-211, 220, 252n33, 
313nn20,27 

Noricum,315n44 

Novatian, 58 

Novatianists, 204 


Olybrius, peoconsul of Aftica, 315942 

Olympias, daughter of Ablabius, 127 

Olyropiodonus, 206 

‘@lycupius, bishop of Aeni, 83-86, 125 

@cfinus, priest, 30909 

Oriens, diocese of, 194 

Origen, 75, 111, 199 

Origo Cessstantini Imperatoris, 205 

Ossius, bishop of Cordubs, 110, 123, 125, 
201, 272nl; activiey in 32475, 16, 29, 
169, 246266; at the ceu:t of Constans, 
65-67, 70, 71; at the Councd of Serdica, 
73-81, 207, 261nn25,34; holds council in 
Spain, 9, 262n47; and the ‘blasphemy* of 
Sirtium, 115, 130, 134, 138-139, 203, 


232, 278n15;death, 126, 141; letter 
quoted by Athanasius, 174-175 


Pachertus, Melitian bishop, 22 

Pachontius, monk, 121, 240n3, 254n24; his 
followers, 97 

Paeanius, 304n4 

Paederos, bishop of Heraclea, 123 

Palestine, 36, 43, 44-45, 61, 92 

Palladius, hagrographer, 206 

Palladius, netarius, later magister 
officione:, 103, 104, 197, 302n9 

Palladius, prefect of Egypt (371-374), 180~ 
181 

Pancratius, bishop of Pelusium, 144, 272~ 
273n1, 284n2, 286024 

Pancratius, priest at Rome, 116-117 

Pannonia, 222, 225, 231, 315n44 

Paphmutius, boly man, 242017 

Paris, 153-154, 226-227 

Paschal Chronicie, 8, 286035, 304n1 

Pasinicus, bishop of Zela, 159 

Passio Artendi, 8, 258n3S, 315n47 

Passover, 262053 

ium, 258nS 

Paterius, 247-2485 

Parernus, bishop of Péiigueux, 114 

Patricius, bishop of Pahus, 309n9 

Patripassians, 283n57 

Pateopbitus, bishop of Scythopolis, 15, 23- 
24,98, 123, 146, 147, 204 

Paul, apostle, 43, 125 

Paul, bishop of Constantinople, 36, 68, 86, 
88, 91, 94, 97-98; at the court of Con- 
stan’, 62, 66, 67-69, 89, 165; at the 
Couneil of Serdica, 71-74, 77; Athanasius 
ou career of, 125, 127-128,212-213, 
214-216; Seccases on, 200, 20%, 202, 
205, 214-216; death, 102, 165-166, 167 

Paul, Buhop of Tyre, 28 

Paul, pries: in Alexandria, 78 

Pau), of Samosata, 58, 74, 111, 142, 157, 
172 

Paulinus, bishop in Dacia, 74 

Paulinus, bishop of Trier, 97, 123, 125, 
244040, 

Paulinus, bishop of Tyre and Antioch, 15, 
17,245n56 

Paulinus, schismaticbishop of Antioch, 155, 
157-158 

Pauitis, bishop of Clysina, 95 

Panilus, motarius, 119 
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Paulus (cos. 352}, 271n38 

Persians, campaigns of Constantius against, 
35,55~52, 59, 73, 105, 128, 149, 165, 
219-220,223-224 

Peter, apostle, 125, 130 

Peter, bishop of Alexandria (c. 300-311) 
10, 14, 124, 244n45 

Peter, bishop of Alexandria (373-381), 11, 
180-182, 241n6, 289039 

Perra, 83 

Phaeno, 181 

Pharaol, 372 

Philagrius: prefecr of Egypt, 29, 38-39, 45~ 
48, 127, 128, 131, 252n43, 267n16; ac- 
tions in 343, 72, 83, 85, 167; and the 
death of Paul, 102, 127, 167 

Philippopolis. 72-73, 228 

Philippus, praetorian prefect and Paul of 
Constantinople, 86,98, 102, 125, 127, 
165, 201, 214-217, 308n2; sent to arrest 
Athanasius, 1045 exeautes Christians in 
Constantinople, 207, 225; in Theodasian 
Code, 314n32, 316nn53; and Libanius, 
315-316n49 

Philogonius, bishop of Antioch, 16, 123 

Philestorgius, 8, 89-90, 136, 209, 239054, 
280n1, 30709 

Philoxenus, priest, 57, 59, 78, 26134 

Philumeous, 21 

Phoebadius, bishep of Agen, 115, 138-139, 
141, 143, 282nn40,45, 283n52, 28630, 
288n10 

Phoeuice, 36, 43, 61, 92 156, 230 

Photinus, bishop of Sixmium, 88, 97, 109- 
10, 115, 117, 202, 203, 222, 231, 
283n57 

Photius, 9, 136, 166, 207, 240063, 254~ 
255n26, 262n47,264nS, 305n1 1 

Phrygia, 141 

Pilate, 48, 127 

Pinnes, Melitian priest, 28, 193, 

Piso, bishop of Adaxia, 30929 

Pistus, bihop iu Greece, 123 

Pistus, nominated to ceplace Atbanasius, 23, 
36, 40,46,48, 59, 245n54, 25127 

Plato, 10, 12, 137 

Plotinus, 137, 143, 24550 

Plusianus, bishop in Egypt, 22, 295n34 

Plutarch, 126 

Plutren, priest in Alexandria, 78 

Poemeniuis, 106, 31013 

Poetovio, 65, 66, 88, 90, 106, 225, 226 


Pola, 106, 226 

Polemius, cares of Constantius, 91, 265n20 

Pontus, Paul of Constatuinople exiled to, 
68,215, 308n2 

Porphyry, 137, 143, 245n50 

Potamius, bishop of Lisbon, 114-115, 134, 
138-139, 232, 27535 

Priscilban, 295n39 

Proclianus, proconsul of Africa, 314139 

Proconnesus, 181 

Procopius, historian, 126 

Procopius, usurper (365/6), 163, 168 

Protasius, bishop of Milan, 65-66, 258n12 

Prorogenes, bishop of Setdiee, 73-74, 77, 
123, 260n19, 261n25 

Psammathia, 24, 43-44, 172 

Premenkurla's,28 

Prolemaeus, bishop of Thinuis, 267010, 
286n24 

Pulcheria, steer of Theodosius Il, 206, 
305n10,306nt 

Pythiodorys, philosopher, 158, 29042 


Quintianus, bishop of ef Gaza, 76 
Quintilian, 2577, 
Quirr'nus, Church of, 49, 129 


Raetia,221 

Rauracum, 221, 227,228 

Ravenna, 222 

Restitutus, bishop of Carthage, 146, 285n18 

Rheinrs,227 

Rhine, 227-228 

Rkodanius, bishop of Toulouse, 141 

Rolfe, Frederick, 2 

Rome, 118, 130, 143, 151, 180, 269n7; 
Athanasius in, 42-43, 50-62, 67, 85-86, 
186, 190, 202; visir of Constantius, 138, 
139, 222, 283056, 284nt; visised by Con- 
stans, 225, 315n47 

Rufinianus, cletie at Naples, 274n28 

Rufnianus, recipient of letter from Atha- 
nasius, 158, 290n41 

Rufinus, catholicus, 103 

Rofinus, ecclesiastical historian, 7, 89, 200, 
205, 206, 24107, 288n15 

Rufinus, praetorian prefect, 29208 

Rufus, spemilator, 30, 194 


Sshellius, 56, 58, 74, 157, 199 
Sabinus, bishop of Heraclea, 7, 77, 99, 205~ 
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Sabinvs, bishop of Heraclea (continued) 
208, 210, 232, 260040, 285n21, 286n26, 
306nn18,23,30706 

Sadducees, 111 

Saezanes. 119-120 

Saizanas, 120 

Salia (Salianus) magiseer militum, 87, 89, 
210 

Satonae, 72 

Samosats, 223, 

Samuel, 164 

Sappo, dux limitis Scythici, 31004 

Sardinia, 78 

Sacnatians, 35, 106, 219, 221, 223, 224, 
314030 

Savan, 175 

Sacurninus, bishop of Arles. 114, 150, 154 

Saul, 43, 127, 272n52 

Savatia, 224 

“Seorinus,” 88 

Sebastianms, duex, 119, 129-130 

Secundus, bishop of Ptoleinais, 17, 40, 59, 
123, 24554, 251027 

Seleucia, in tsauria, 95, 133-135, 141, 144- 
148, 150, 169, 204, 208, 210, 231 

Senon, 317n61 

Sens, 106 

Serapion, bishop of Thmuiss 11, 95, 97, 
112, 24064, 252042, 28624, 289025; 
letters of Athanasius 10, 44, 95, 127, 133, 
190-193 

Serapis, 155 

Serdica, 67, 69, 71-73, 105 

Secvatius, bishop of Tongres, 103, 286n30 

Severus, official under Consrantius, 174 

Severus of Antioch, 185, 188, 27707, 
298u11 

Shapur, 105, 206, 240-211, 220, 252n33, 

Shenuse of Atripe, 184 

Sicily, 78, 162 

Silvanns, bishop of Tarsus, 146, 159, 161 

Silvanus, magister mititum, 106, 203, 
310n3, 31653 

Silvester, bisho pin Dacia, 123 

Silvester. Bishop of Rame, 15, 30919 

Singara, 98, 215-216, 220, 312019, 313021 

Singidunum, 223 

Sirminm, 70, 105, 115, 130, 138-139, 142, 
146; empetors in, 203, 219, 221-226, 
315044; gatheciags of bishops at, 231-232 

Siscia, 105, 271n35 

Socrates, ecclesiastical historisn, 7, 69, 92, 


117, 2C0-204, 231, 286n24, 291n63, 
304-305nnl-7, 314n40; on Athanasius, 
11, 89-90, 113, 24197, 291n66; on Paul 
‘of Constantinople, 77, 86, 212-21. 
source of Sozomienus, 8, 205-207, 232, 
272n1, 305n115 source of Theodore tus, 
209,306-30702 

Sopbronius, hishop of Pompeiopolis, 146, 
147, 149, 159,160 

Sozomenus, ecclesiastical historian, 8, 206- 
208,232,241n7, 290n46, 291nn63,64, 
304n1, 305~306nn8-22, 30703; uses Soc- 
rates, 8, 92, 205-207,212-215,232, 
3071111; knowledge of lost documents, 8 
58, 98-99, 248nnl0,11, 286n36 

Spain, 145, 150, 158 

Sperancius, 53, 254n22 

Stephanus, alleged bishop in Asabia, 26308 

Stephanus, bishop of Antioch, 72, 76, 81, 
87, 123, 210 

Stephanus, magister privatae, 103 

Steasbourg, 227 

Strategius Musonianus, 72, 84, 120, 128 

Succi, Pass of, 228 

Sulpicius Severus, 9, 109-110, 117, 150, 
284-285nn8-15 

Syncletius, 247-248n5 

Smnesius, (26 

Synodicon vetus, 240n63, 256n22, 262n47 

Sytia, 36, 43, 44-45, 61, 92, 156 

Syrianvs, dux, 116, 118-119, 125, 196, 
201 


Talmud 316055 

Tarsus, 141,224 

Tatianus, prefect of Egypr, 163, 181, 194, 
297-298n7 

Taueus, Praetorian prefect, 91 
148, 169, 265020,286031 

Tenedos, 84 

Tertullian, 11, 126 

‘Thalassius ‘Thalassus), 65, 88, 90, 91, 109, 
258n15, 272n48,273n3 

Thebaid, 23, 97, 121, 158, 185, 237023 

Thebes, 122, 278010 

‘Themistius, 220, 313021 

Theodore, Egyptian abbot, 121 

Theodore, of Mopsuestia, 210, 280n8, 
308n15 

Thendorerus, 8, 87, 89, 177, 180, 208-211, 
289032 

Theodorus, bishop of Heraclea, 22, 59, 68- 


107, 145, 
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69, 98, 123, 202, 273nl; ar the Council 
of Serdica, 72, 75, 76, 81; recognises Lu- 
cius as bishop of Alexandria, 160; and see 
of Constantinople, 216-217 

‘Theoderus, prefect of Egypr, 37, 45 

Theodos'an Code, 70, 206, 30Sn12 

Theodosius, bishop ef Philadelphia, 147 

Theodosius, deacon, 4, 30516 

‘Theodosius, emperor (379-395), 20, 174, 
181-182 

Theodosius, emperor (402~450), 206, 
305r13 

Theodetus, bishop of Laodicea, 15, 16, 112 

Theodulus, bishop of Charaetapa, 147 

Theadulus, bishop of Traiamopolis, 76, 83- 
85,125 

Theegnis, bishop of Nicaea, 17-18, 22-24, 
76, 112, 257024 

Theognostus, 111, 199 

‘Theonas, bishop of Alexandria: Charch of, 
49, 114,119, 129,180 

Theonas, bishop of Mannarica, 17, 245n54 

Theophihus, bishop of Alexandria, 33 

Theophilus, bishop of Castabala, 159, 161 

Theophronius, bishop of Tyana, 58, 229 

Thessalonica, 79, 86, 202, 214, 217, 224, 
308n1 

‘Thmuis, letters of Athanasius preserved at, 
187 

‘Timothy, bishop ef Alexandria (38 1-385), 
241n6 

jothy Aetunss, bishop of Alexandria, 

86, 187, 188 

nus, prettorian prefect, 101, 316n53 

Titus, bishop of Bostra, 159 

Toulouse, 151 

Toxandria,69, 227 

Traianus, dux, 163-164 

Trajan, emperor, 35 

Tres Tabernae, 227 

Tricess'ma, 227 

Tridentum, 222 

‘Trier, Athanasius in (335-337), 24, 34, 52, 
189, 213; Paul of Constantinople in, 62, 
67-69, 214; audiences of Athanasius with 
Constans in, 66-71, 91; residence of Con- 
stans, 218, 224-225; visited by Juftan, 227 

Trepici 133 

‘Troyes, 227 

Turin, 226, 3172160 

Tyrannus, bishop of Antinoopolis, 96, 266- 
267110615 


‘Tyre: Athanasius in, 22-23, 29, 30, 32, 38 


Uliila, Gothic bishop, 148 

Ullathome, William, bishop of Birmingham, 
253n1 

Ulpius Limenius (cos. 349), 292n8 

Uranius, bishop of Tyre, 146, 147, 281n29 

Unsacius and Valens, bishops of Singi 
and Mursa, acting as pair, 6, 22-24, 117, 
123, 129, 192-194, 272nIs in Serdica, 
72, 76-78, 81; volte fave in 347, 97, 99- 
100, 113, 192, 202, 207, 231, 2445140} at 
the court of Constantius, 130, 140, 142, 
144, 276n56, 283n56, 284n1; and the 
‘blasphemy’ of Sirmium, 138-139, 141, 
143; role at the Council of Ariminum, 
134,144-148,154, 285015 

Ussicinus, 316n55 


Valacius, 96, 129 

Valens, bishop of Murss, 108. See also Us 
sacius 

Valens, emperor (364-378), 20, 154, 161- 
164, 167-168, 181, 288n14, 291060 63 

Valens, envoy of Magnent’ts, 103 * 

Valentia, 221 

Valentinian, emperor (364-375), 20, 161~ 
162, 181 

Valentinas, 157 

Valeria, province, 223, 

Vercellae, 117 

Veriaiv'o, emperor (350), 101, 105,202, 
220, 279n37, 31903 

Verttus Justus(cos. 328), 270n11 

Viator, bishop of Aquileia, 78 

Victor, historian, 101, 269a1 

Vicrorinus, dic, 163, 

Victorinus, grammarian, 143, 283nnS4-57, 
307n6 

Vierute, 226-228 

Viminacium, 34, 41, 128 

Vincentius, bishop of Capua, 65-66, 87, 89, 
258n11, 27539 

Vir‘us Nepotianus (cos. 336), 53 

Vulcacius Rufinus (ces. 347}, 29208 


‘White Monastery, 184 
‘Wilhelm 13, German Kaiser, 168 


Zonaras, 205, 305n7 
Zosimus, bishop of Naples, 114 
Zosimus, historian, 66, 31013 
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The life and writings of Athanasius—so central to the political struggles, 
theological controversies, and ecclesiastic developments of the fourth 
century—constitute an important chapter in the history of the early 
Christian church and the late Roman Empire. As the Bishop of 
Alexandria from 328 to 373, Athanasius came into conflict with no fewer 
than four Roman emperors—Constantine, Constantius, Julian the 
Apostate, and the “Arian” Valens. In this illuminating reconstruction of 
Athanasius’ career, Tumothy D. Barnes analyzes the nature and extent of 
his power, especially as it intersected with the policies of these emperors. 
Yecusing on the Bishop’s long struggle with Constantius, who ruled the 
East from 337 to 361, Barnes reveals Athanasius’ role in the struggles 
within Christianity, ard in the relations between the Roman emperor 
and the Church at a critical juncture. 


“An indispensable chart for the tricky waters of fourth-century history. 
[Barnes] has written another classic.” 


——John F. Drinkwater, The Historian 


“[Barnes] often plays the role of devil’s advocate, scrutinizing our pre- 
conceptions about the period and provoking us to think again about 
issues of central importance . . . [Ajnother masterpiece of histerical 
reconstruction .., No review can really do Barnes's work justice, and it is 
impossble not to admire its richness.” 


—Mark Humphries, Classical Review 


‘Timothy D. Barnes is Professor of Classics at the University of Toronto. 
He is also the author of Constantine and Eusebius (Harvard). 
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